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Introduction

The focus of compensatory cducation programs like
Follow Through has bheen a broad onc. Attention has been
paid to the physical and cmotional well-being of the child,
to the home cnvironment and the parent-child interaction,
to thc development of a cohesgive coﬁmunity organization
concerned with school governance and community problems and,
finally, to the child's classvoom expericence within school.
Such a brouad focus s in accord with the Econbmic Opportu-
nity Act of 1064 which authorized the cyreation of the lead
Start and the lﬂ)erh"”)YOLMﬂl intervention programs.
Regarding Follow Through, this legislation states:

. "IFollow Through" [will] be designed to provide
comprechensive [health, nutritional, cducation and
social| scrvices and parent participation activitics
which the dirvector finds will aid in the continujng
development of children to their f{ull potential.

The charge of this legislation is to improve the
overall life cexpervience of children, or to cncourage the
"development of children to their full potential.'" Two
crucial questions accompany this charge, howcver. First,
onc might ask, how is the "[ull potential™ of children to
be defined?  There is no apreement among cducators, psych-
ologists and parcents concerning the qualities which are the
most important in the facilitation of optimal development.

1
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The sceond question is cqually complex. Why have children

-
not been able to reach their ull potential in the past?
ot
1 .
- Had we agreement concerning the reasons for this deficlency,
: we would know how to begin to approach its remediation.
d , .
We do not have the answers to these questions,
< however, and thus arce Teflt with an ill-defined problem to
-t
be remediated for which there is no agreed upon criterion
-t - of success. Let us turn to a medical analogy to clarify
: this point. Supposc a discuse becomes the focus of public
catt . - - .
attention, and the symptoms of this discasc are vaguc and
o nweerous. Various theories uarc presented by medical
authoritics concerning the ctiology of the discase, but
1
Ja
- there is no consensus concerning its causation. To make
. matters worse, there is no general agreement as to when
FH
the deleterious clffects of the discase are actually alle-
]
- viated, flor diflfercut authoritics proposce different defi-

nitions of health and proposc to measure the restored

B3

Acalth of the patient in diverse ways. llowever problematical

those theoretical disputes, the discasc is raging, and it is

-~

‘_‘re

felt that action must be taken. Various medical rescarchers

1% arc then asked, on the basis of their hest guecsses and
thecorctical knowledge, to develop drugs which will be
3
e . . . .,
. cffective against the discase. The drugs are producced and
tested, awpd some of the drugs appear to be more cffective
] . . - . e
in the alleviation of certain symptoms than others. The
. first question to be poscd by the evaluator is, naturally,
u
which potion proves to be the best drug?  The question is
, :
i
X
7
1
1
4
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3
perplexing and probably impossible to answer siﬁcc the
drugs have differvent constellations of cffects, and no
agreement has been made concerning the most important
symptom to be alleviated. Debate ensuces. Attention is
focuscd on the mixture of chemical compounds which make up
cach drug, but it is found that different drug manufacturers
have uscd dilfcerent names for compounds which appear to be
quite similar. Confusion multiplics. 1t becomes cvident
that in ovder to unalyzc.thc composition of various drugs
and thedr resultant effects, a common vocabulary must be
created to wllow the composition of the various drugs to
be compared.  Such a common vocabulary will scerve as the
first step toward the evaluation of the effectivencess of the
chemical elements which make up each drug, and help to re-
solve the confusion which surrounds their compesition.

This medical analogy suggests thé burposc of the
present monograph. This paper sceks to create a common
vocabulary which can be used to identify and describe the
diversity of program clements which make up the various
program approaches of the Follow Through Planned Interven-
tion Lxperiment. Although bascd upon the progrﬁm approaches
of TFollow Through, carc has been taken to crecate progranm
descriptors of sufficient depth and breadth so that they
may be used to describe future intervention cfforts as well
as cin'rcxlt ol Tow Through programs .

This paper is divided into three parts.  (n the

first part, the rationale for the principles employed to

)
¢
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organize the Program Llement Typolopy arc discussed.  The

sccond part of the paper introduces the Program Element

Typology and explains the program descriptors which char-

acterize the intervention approaches, The finar part of
this paper prescats examples of the use ol this typology
with Five ol the major intervention approuaches jmplemented

in the Follow Tarough P'lannced Variation Lxperiment.



I. The Program Element Typology:
Definitions and

Organizing Principles
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The Program Ltement Typology: Detinitions

- and_Organizing Principles
4 ) Since this paper sceks to clavily the confmsion
- which surrounds the definition ol the clements of the
- vavrious sponsovs' approaches to Follow Through, it is judi-
cilous to avoid additional confusion and turn immediately
- to a Jdefinition of terms.  The cexpressions, intervention,
program approach, program clements, and program descriptors,
b
are uscd throughont the rest ol this paper and merit ex-
;; planation. An intervention is any attempt to intevvene in !
- an ongoing social system in order to cffect change in that /
S system or in the lives ol the individuals who make up that
. system.  Program approach relers to the distinctive inter-
e .
vention design creatoed by cach TFollow Through sponsor in
- an attempt to "aid the continuing development of children
y to their full potential.'™ The program approach represents
g the sum total of cach sponsor's intcervention effort, and

may be concerned with instruction, the provision of health

ot -
t.n.,.

and nutritional services or community organization. The

.
;j cxpression, program approach, has been chosen instecad of
_ "program,'" because it is felt that "program approach"
| suggests that there exist various approaches to the ful-
E fillment of the goal of the Follow Through Planned Variation
i
bl . . . . . .
program. Given this connotation, the nationwide Follow
ol .
hrough program is considered to cncompass a varicty of
ol .
program approaches,
¢
- A program approach ir composed of program clemenis.

Program clements are the discrete parts of an intervention

- 11
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package which have different focl in the overall program

approachi,  In Follow Through, there are four types of
-l . N \ N . .
; program clements: (1) Instructional Llements; (2) Service
Elements; (3) Participatovy Llements; and (1) Employment
- Elements.  The specific characteristics of these elements,
. which will be enumerated as the paper progresses, are
— . . . .
delined by program descriptors. It is at the level of the
- program descriptors that the diverse program approuaches to
Follow Through can be differentiated. Propram descriptors
- arce smaller descriptive units employed to characterize
program approaches. It is the poal of the Program Klement
~ e A L . . 0 - .
I'ypology to facilitate the delineation of diverse program
approaches using the common vocabulary and concepts of the
g
program descriptors.  These descriptors will be examined
-t and defined in the next scction of this paper.
— Moving away {rom terminology, we turn to the tuask

ol bringing order to the rich complexity of the Follow

Through proyram approaches. The breadth and diversity of

£

these program approaches has been noted in the preceding

.\i
ol scction of this paper. Follow Through intcerventions
e attempt to atfcect the classroom cxpericnce of children as
- well as thelir interactions with parents.” Follow Through
i . .
Sy sccks to train teachers in new and diverse ways of tcaching.
In addition, parents arc ecncouraged to tike an active part
! . . . .
= in the governance ol their school and community as well as
cmployed to help with the implementation of the program
L
approach.
. 12
e
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These diverse goals, and the means by which they
arc pursued, can be characterized in various ways. This
paper has selccted two'dimcns;ons to scrve uas organizers
for the Program Ilement Typology. The [irst dimension
concerns the population toward which the intervention is
directed. The sccond diménsion concerns the focus of the
intervention in relationship to the selected population.
Let us consider thesc dimensions more fully.

After perusing the various program approaches of
the Follow Through intervention program, thrce populations
have been identified as being primarily affected by program.

These populations ure, naturally: (1) Children; (2) In-

- structors; and (3) Parents. Although it is assumed that an

intervention which affects children may in somc manner in-
dircctly affect their parcents, and similarly, an interven-
tion which affects tcachers may also have an impact on the
childrén whom they instruct, for the purposcs of this
typology, attention is concentrated only upon the direct
impact of the intervention program on cach population.

The potential ripple cffect of an intervention is ignored
in order to facilitate a more parsimonious depiction of

the target of interventions. The [irst dimension of tarpet
population allows the characterization of program approaches
according to the group of individuals toward which the
intervention is aimed. Although these groups may overlap,
as in the casce where the home-basced instructors are the

parcnts, in the intecrests of simplicity and clarity, these

13
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target poﬁu]ations arc considered independently of onc
another. Thus a parent who functions as an inéttuctor
will be seen as having two independent roles and belonging
to two taréct populations.
The sccond dimension of the Program Llement Typol-
ogy is concernced with the program elements which defline

the foci of an intervention. The program clcments specifly

the general naturc of the intervention trecatment. Through
a considecration of the program clements, the immediate
purposes of the program approach become apparent. Let us
turn to Figurc 1, the Condensed Program LElement Typology,
and examine the heuristic taxonomy which results {rom the
interaction of the dimensions of target population and

program clements.

14
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In Figure 1, the three target populations arc dis-

wd
playcd horizontally along the top cdge of the pages (once

- .

e the page has been rotated 90 degrees). The program cle-
ments which define the naturce of the program approach arc

!

b displayed vertically under cach target population.. Thus

i when considering the target population of children, we

i
find there ure two sorts of program clements, an Instruc-

- tional Element and a Scrvice Element, which are present in
the Follow Through Planned Intervention experiment. Turning

- to tne target population of instructors, a catcgory which
encompasses teachers, tcachers' aids, parents, or any in- ..

b .
dividual charged with the instruction of the target popula-

i

- tion of children, we find that the Follow Through interven-
tion dirccted toward this group have been purcly instruc-

- tionul in nuature. Looking finally at the target population

- of parcents, it is cvident that threc types of program

clements have'been utilized in various program approaches.

These program clements arc focused on instructing the

| W

parcnts, cncouraging their participation in the sponsor's

3

4 program approach, or providing cmployment for the parents.
: A consideration of/themfour catecgories of program

- clements, inétruction, provision of scrvices, participation
} and cmployment, as-well as a consideration of the relevant
. target populations toward which they arc focused provides

- a broad overview of the activities which make up the

| Follow Through Planned Intervention cexperiment.  Although

'

such a coarsc-grained depiction of l'ollow Through is uscful

- 17
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when considering its overall brecadth and focus, such a
descyiption does not allow [or very subtle differcentiation
between the diverse program approaches which use different
mecans to rcach the same goals. Ilor example, the instruc-
tion of children is an clement which appears in the
program approaches ol wany sponsors, but there arc striking-
ly different ways in which this clement can be opc*ution-
alized. The commonality and varicty of cach program
approach is revealed by considering the next sub-categorics
of the Program llement Typology, the Program D2scriptors.

Considcr, for ecxample, the vdrious instructional
curricula which have been cmployed in YFollow Through
instructional interventions. It 1s beliceved that thesc
curricula -- as well as most other curricula -- can be
characterized in terms of four program descriptors:
(1) Curricular Orientation; (2) Curricular Design;
(3) Curricular Responsibility; and (4) Curricular Variabil-
ity. (A fifth descriptor, No Instructionual Elcment, is a
null category which indicates that there is no speciflic
instructional intervention dirccted toward children.) In
other words, it is maintained that all curricula demonstrate
an overall orientation, that they manifest certain design
principles, that they allocate responsibility in delinite
ways, and finally, that they show varying degreces of con-
sistency and variability. By examining different curricula
according to thesce four progeram descriptors, a uscful

characterization of the curricula can be developed.

18
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Although we have cxamined the program descriptors which

-
define the different approaches to the instruction of

‘ . - .

e children, the same logic surrounds the generation of pro-

: gram descriptors to distinguish the instructional inter-

- ventions directed toward instructors as well as the
instructional, participatory and emplovment Intcrventions

)
focused on parents.

- Im the Follow Through Planncd Variation cxperiment,
however he hear £ tl ariati -- and, indeced, t!
inowever, the hecart of the variation anad, 1naced, the

- intervention -- has been the instructional clement. The
service and participatory program ceclements have not been

ey
the subject of systematic variation, while widely divergent

' . . 2, .

- instructional approaches have been encouraged. The major
focus of the Program Blement Typology is on the instruc-

- tional llements. The program descriptors which delincate

i - the instructional clements of program approaches arc multi-

dimensional units with a coherent theoretical focus. They

encompass scveral distinct foci which partition the program

En

- descriptors in various ways. Looking, for cxample, at the
£

i program descriptor of Curricular Orientation under the

1 target population of Children, we sce that it can be sub-

)

divided into Learning pmphasis, Instructional Model and

Bl

Locus of Reinforcement. It is assumed that the underlying

corientation of a curriculum is revealed by examining how it

oy
]
- is defined in these areas. The overall progran descriptor
of curricular orientation is the multi-dimensional aggrepa-
b
tion of these sub-{oci.
{
_-,‘{
O

ERIC
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It should be noted that just as the education of

i
children is not a simple, unidimensional cndeavor, the
—
R program descriptors arc not simple, unidimensional con-
. cepts.  Although the program descriptors sharc a unified
- conceptual focus, this focus is a nccessarily complex onc.
) To simplify the focus into an uncomplicated and primitive
~ .
depiction of the curricula would greatly weaken the abil-
— ity of this typology toydiscriminatc the subtleties which
distinguish curricula. Even with the complex descriptors
- which make up the Complete Program Llement Typology, it
may be argued that any attempt to reduce an cngoing,
—
¢ interactive process of instruction -- or scrvice delivery
- or cmployment -- to a limited sct of descriptive categories
must ignorc much of the richness pf the process. Although
- this argument is valld (and jnescapable), what is sought
= ‘ in this trecatment of the Follow Through program approaches

Ll

is a balance between descriptive adequacy and descriptive

cconomy. The price of an cconomical description of

yrogram approaches is a coarse-grained depiction of these
! £ l

S
=t approuaches.  [Lven with the complexity of the Program Llement
'i Typology which is presented in Figure 2, it 'is inescapable
t
that force-fitting will be necessary to account for all
1
] - . -
o program approach variations. Nevertheless, these imperfec-
tions must be tolerated unless the number of program
= descriptors is to expand to an unusable pumber. With this
‘o ciaveat in mind, we turn to an exumination of the complete
-l v '
Program [LElement Typology.
!
-y
Q

ERIC
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Program Descriptors
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Fig. 2. Complete I'vogram [lement Typology

—d
1 Children
? 1.1 Instructional Elcment
1.1.1 Curricular Oricntation

' 1.1.1.1 Learning Lmphasis
—

1.1.1.1.1 Process Lmphasis. Oricntation

Toward Lcarning as a Complex,

— Multi-dimensional, Intecractive

Cognitive and Emotional Process.
Concentration on the skills of
problem solving with attention
- to the feclings and sclf-per-
ceptions of "the whole child."
Criterion of task .accomplish-

- ment often uncxplicit.
1.1.1.1.2 Performance Imphasis. Orienta-

-— tion Toward the Performance of

- social and cognitive bechaviors.

Concentration on the production
of correct responses. with less
attention to the feelings and

sclf-perceptions of the child.
Emphasis on the "presenting
behavior." Criteria of task
accomplishment behaviorally
specified.

K 1.1.1.1.3 Mixed Emphasis. [Llcments of
both oricntations. No Dominant

7 Focus,

“ . 1.1.1.2 Instructional Role

) 1.1.1.2.1 Interpretive Role. Instructor
Y ' uscs judgment to respond to

the child on the basis of
principles outlined by the
sponsor. Instructor's bechavior
not specificd in advance.

—
[
—
N
3]

Regulated Role. Instructor
responds to cliild with becha-
d viors specificd in advance by
the sponsor.

— . 1.1.1.2.5 Mixed Role. [Elements of both

: oricntations. No Dominant
FFocus .

A I.1.1.53 Locus of Reinforcement

- 1.1.1.3.1 Instructional Activity

§ 22
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1.1.1.3.2 Instructors

{
=
—
(2
13

Peers
Instructional Activity and
Instructors

Instructional Activity and
Pcers

bl K
=
[
w
e

i
jo]
—
(2
| 9]

.0 Instructors and Peers

O
—
-
b=
(92}

.. 3.7 Instructional Activity, In-
; structors and Peers

—
—
o
o
~1

1.1.2 Curricular Design
) 1.1.2.1 Activitics
=~ 1.1.2.1.1 Nature of Activitiecs
1.1.2.1. 1 1 Manipulative-lix-
ploratory. Lon-
centration on the
facilitation of
the child's ex-

. prloration of the
chVironment and
the physical mani-
pulation of ob-
jects. Activities
and materials vary
4 fgreat deal.
Utilization of the
miteriagls in dJdi-

- verse ways 1s

— cncouragped.

Ll

- 1.1.2.1.1.2 Productive-Respon-

ﬁ sive. Concentra-
tion on the facil-

‘ itation of speci-

a fied responscs.,

. Activitijes and
miterials structured

' . and uniform. Pro-

B dl}Ction ol the de-
sired behavior is

| cncouraged.

d 1.1.2.1.1.3 Mixed Oorientation.
ITements of both

| approaches. No

J | _ Pominagne Emphasis.

L.1.2.0.2 Uniformity of Activities

| 1.1.2.1.2.1 Plverse., Children

A pursue Jdifferent
activities during

; the Instructional

k Period,
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1.1.2.1.2.2 Identical. Children
- _ pursue the same
activity during
the Tnstructional
Period.
1.1.2.1.2.3 Mixed Orientation.
. LElements of both
and approaches. No
Dominant Emphasis.

b

1.1.2.2 Time Utilization

1.1.2.2.1 Diffusc. No specific subjects
¥ singlcd out for cecmphasis.
- Attention broadly focused on
wide range of possible lcarn-
ing activitics.
- 1.1.2.2.2 Concentrated. Intensive
attention to specific subjects
such as rcading, mathematics,
- handwriting. Minimum daily
~ time allocation for these
arcas may be specified by the
sponsor,
- 1.1.2.2.3 Mixed Orientation. Llements
ol both approaches. No Domi-
, nant locus.
- : - . . .
1.1.2.3 Instructional Grouping
_ 1.1.2.3.1 Variability
= 1.1.2.3.1.1 lleterogencous with
. regard to:
A 1.1.2.3.1.1.1 Age
w
1.1.2.3.1.1.2 Sex
: 1.1.2.3.1.1.3 Deveclop-
b mental or
Perform-
; ance
! L.evel
1.1.2.3.1.2 llomogencous with
‘ ' regard to:
u 1.1.2.3.1.2.1 Age
J 1.1.2.3.1.2.2 Sex
. 1.1.2,.3.1.2.3 Develop-
mental or
; Perform-
J ance

l.evel
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1.1.2.3.2.1 Child Works Alonc
(1 Child)
o 1.1.2.3.2.2 Small Groups (2-6
Children)
' 1.1.2.5.2.3 Large Groups (7-15
~ Children)
1.1.2.3.2.4 Intire Class (All
Children)
v
1.1.2.3.2.5 Alone and Small
Groups
— 1.1.2.3.2.6 Alone and large
Groups
1.1.2.3.2.7 Alonc and Entire
- Class
1.1.2.3.2.8 Small Croups and
vt Large Groups
- 1.1.2.3.2.9 Small Groups and
Entirc Class
~ B 1.1.2.3.2.10 Large Groups and
Intire Class
1.1.2.3.2.11 Alonc, Small
- Groups and Large
Groups
o 1.1.2.3.2.12 Alone, Largc
oS ) s s
= Groups and Entire
Class
o .
f. 1.1.2.3.2.13 Alone, Small
Groups and Entire
‘s Class
] 1.1.2.3.2.14 Alonc, Small
Groups, Large
: Groups and Entire
i ' Class
- 1.1.3 Curricular Responsibility
. 1.1.3.1 Pre-Instructional
— 1.1.5.1.1 Generation or Specification of
_ ‘ Instructional Matecrials
- , 1.1.3.1.1.1 Sponsor
1.1.3.1.1.2 Instructors
p 1.1.3.).1.3 Sponsor and
] Instructors
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1.1.3.1.2 Generation or Specification
I

'?‘ of Instructional Activities
1.1.3.1.2.1 Sponsor
s 1.1.3.1.2.2 Instructors
) 1.1.3.1.2.3 Sponsor and
- Instructors
- o .
: 1.1.3.2 Instructional
1.1.53.2.1 Maintenance of Instructional
- Interaction
1.1.3.2.1.1 School-based
Instructor
—- | 1.1.3.2.1.2 Home-bascd
Parent
1.1.3.2.1.3 School-based
oty
Instructor and
llome-based
Parent
- . . . -
1.1.5.2.2 Activity Sclection by:
1.1.3.2.2.1 Child
- 1.1.35.2.2.2 Instructors
1.1.3.2.2.3 Child and
; Instructors
wul
1.1.3.3 Post Instructional
_ 1.1.5.5.1 Formative LEvaluation by:
w . . T e
1.1.3.3.1.1 Child
7 . , 1.1.3.5.1.2 Instructors
- 1.1.3.3.1.3 Sponsor
" 1.1.3.3.1.4 Child and
“? . Instructors
1.1.3.3.1.5 Sponsor and
v Instructors
—_ 1.1.3.3.1.6 Does not apply.
~No TFormative
-3 » Evaluation
W Conducted.
1.1.3.5.2 Instructional Prescription by:
- 1.1.3.3.2.1 Child
[ 3
1.1.3.3.2.2 Instructors
. 1.1.5.3.2.3 Sponsor
- 1.1.3.3.2.4 Child and
: Instructors
-




-

1.1.3.3.2.5 Sponsor and
Instructors

1.1.3.3.2.6 Docs not apply.
No Instructional
Prescription
Madce

1.1.4 Curricular Variability
L.1.4.1 Instructional Activitics
1.1.4.1.1 Change Daily
LA
.4.1.3 Change Monthly

1.2 Change Wecekly
1
.1.4.01.
1
1

~

l Change Yecarly
.5 No Consistent Pattern

S =
= b R

.6 Do Not Change

1.1.4.2 Time Utilization
.1.4.2.1 Changes Daily
2.2 Changes Weekly

(a8
192}

Changes Monthly

Changes Yecarly

o N
VU -

No Consistent Pattern

o S S L
e

=N
™~
(ox

Docs Not Change

1.1.4.3 Instructional Grouping
.1.4.
4.
4.
4.
LA

4.

.1 Changes Daily

(93]

.2 Changes Wecekly

(O3 I 03]

.3 Changes Monthly
.4 Changes Ycarly

(SN 93]
9]

I

1

1

1.
1

] No Consistent Pattern
1

™

(93]
lor S

Does Not Change

1.1.5 No Instructional Elemcnt

27




1.2 Service lilement
1.2.1 Medical

1.2.1.1 lixamination and Referral or
Trecatment

1.2.2 Dental
1.2.2.1 IExamination and Referral or
Trecatment
1.2.3 Psychological
1.2.3.1 Preventive. Advise Instructional
Personncel
1.2.35.2 Examination and Referral or
Trecatment

1.2.53.3 Preventive as well as lLixamination
and Referral or Treatment

1.2.4 llealth and Nutrition

(93

1.2.4.1 Lducational Program
1.2.4.2 Mcal Program
1.2.4.3 Lducational and Mcal Program

1.2.5 No Service lilement

2 Instructors
2.1 Instructional LElcment
2.1.1 Overall Orientation

2.1.1.1 Encouragemernt of Individual Personal
Development

(8]
b
—
N

Familiarization with Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor

[$9]
[

.1.3 Internalization of Bchaviorally
Specificd Responses to Instructional
Contingencics

2.1.1.4 Incouragement of Individual Pecrsonal
Development and Familiarization with
Philosophy and Principles of the
Sponsor

2.1.1.5 Familiarization with Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor and
Imternalization of Behaviorally
Specified Responses to Instructional
Contingencices

28

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



2.1.2 Mecans

9

t2

to

tw

[}
[
(O3]

1.
1.

2.

™~

™~

™~
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of Instruction

"PDemonstration Classroom

Sponsor Obscrvation Using Observation
Schedule and leedback of Results

Informal Sponsor Observation and
Advising

Presentation of Theory or Teaching
Methods

Demonstration Classroom + Sponsor Ob-
scrvation Using Obscrvation Schedule
and Feedback of Results

Demonstration Classroom + Informal
Sponsor Observation and Advising

Demonstration Classroom + Prescntation
of Thecory or Tcaching Mcthods

Sponsor Obscrvation Using Observation
Schedule and TFecedback of Results +
Presentation of Theory or Teaching
Mcthods

Informal Sponsor Obscrvation and
Advising + Presentation of Theory or
Teaching Methods

.10 Demonstration Classroonm + Sponsor

Obscrvation Using Obscrvation Schedule
and Feedback of Results + Prescntation
of Thecory or Tcaching Mcthods

.11 Demonstration Classroom + Informal

Sponsor Obscrvation and Advising +
Presentation of Theory or Teaching
Mcthods

Responsibility for Planning and Facilitating

Instruction

2

N

. 1.
1.
1.

3.
3.

3.

1
2

3

Sponsor
Instructors
Sponsor and Instructors

2.1.4 Formative Livaluation
2.1.4.1

Sclf-Evaluation

2.1.4.1.1 Based on Instructor's Per-
ceptions of Classroom
Interaction

2.1.4.1.2 Bascd on Implementation
Criteria
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2.1.5 No

3 Parents

22

2.1.4.1.3 No Sclf-Evaluation

2.1.4.2 Lvaluation by Others

3.1 Instructional

5.1.1

2.1.4.2.1 LEvaluutors

2.1.4.2.1.1 Sponsor (or Spon-
sor's Represcnta-

tive)
2.1.4.2.1.2 Pcer Instructors
2.1.4.2.1.3 Sponsor and lcer

{nstructors
2.1.4.2.1.4 No LEvaluation by

Others
2.1.4.2.2 Mcans of Lvaluation
2.1.4.2.2.1 Directed Observa-

tion
2.1.4.2.2.2 Assessment of
Children's Progress
2.1.4.2.2.3 Dirccted Obscrva-

tion and Assess-
ment of Children's
Progress

Instructional [Elcment

IFlement

Primary locus

3

[
.

2]

1.1,

1

Y

Concentration on the Parent-Child
Interaction

Familiarization with Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor's Curriculum

Concentration on Social Change and
Community Action Skills

Concentration on Principles of
Budgeting, Nutrition and llealth Carc

Concentration on the Parent-Child
Interaction and Social Change and
Community Action Skills

Familiarization with Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor's Curriculum
and Social Change and Community Action
Skills

Familiarization with Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor's Curriculum
and Principles of Budgeting, Nutrition
and lHealth Care
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3.1.1.8 Concentration on Social Change and

Community Action Skills and Principles
of Budgeting, Nutrition and llcalth Care

3.1.2 No lInstructional llcment

[#3}
.
o

Participatory Llement (Unsalaried)

3.2.1 Primary locus

b

S

ol
.

(92}

2

&

[R%)

|49

.1.1 Community Organization and School

2

o &

1
1.

3

Governance
Instructional Assistants

Community Ovganization and School
Governance as well as Instructional
Assistants

3.2.2 No Purticipatory Element

3.5 Employment lilcment

3.3.1 Primary locus

(2]

Lr Now

]

(3]

9]
.

(92
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(93]

(93]

(92

Lo 3}
.

[#2)
.

.1.1 Instructional

. 1.

2

<

. D

1
1.
L
L

4

.5
.0

Administrative

School-Community Liaison

Community Organization
Instructional and Administrative
Inmstructional and School-Community
Liaison

Instructionual, Administrative and
School-Community Liaison

3.3.2 No Lmployment Iilement
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(2]

3.3 Employment lilement

3.3,

1

o

Primary locus

(V2 S N 73 N VS R 9%
. . . .
L2 B VS R 93

3
.
1921

5
L3,
1.
.1.
L.

.l

3
4

5

.0

.1.1 Instructional
1.2

Adminlstrative

School-Community Iiaison

Community Organization
Tnstructional and Administrative
Instructionual and School-Community
Liaison

Instructional, Administrative and
School-Community Liaison

No [Lmployment Elcment
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The Program Ilement Typology 11t
Progrum Descriptors

Figure 2 prescents the complete Program Element
Typology. The purposc of this scction of the paper is to
examine the rationale for the sclection of cach program
descriptor and then to define cach descriptor and sub-
descriptor so that they may be used to characterize the
Follow Through program approaches. Accordingly, this
section may be considered a commentary on the complete
Program LElecment Typology.

Following the order cstablished in the Program

“Llement Typology, we will first consider the instructional

program clement which is directed toward the population of
children. Once this catcecgory has heen examined, we will
turn to the scrvice clement directed toward the same popu-
lation. The program clements which affect the populations
of instructors and parents will be considered i1n turn

until the entire Program lllement Tvpology has been surveyed.
4 | 5 Y

Program Llements Directed Toward Children

Instructional Proegram illement Directed
Toward Children

Program Descriptor: 1.1.1 Curricular Oricntation

In general, the Program llement Typology concen-
trates on the vcadily obscrvable parts of an instructional
éurricu]um. Tt is felt that distinctions can best be made
between curriculs on the basis of what can be obscrved
rather than what is espousced by the curriculﬁm sponsor.

But an emphasis on dJdirectly observable data is superficial
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unless there is some attention to the intent and the
general theorctical orientation of the sponsor. Curricula
arce crecated according to the idecas, assumptions and
thecorics of the curriculum builder. These basic assump-
tions will guide decisions concerning different fuacets of
the curriculum.  The assumptions of the curriculum builder
stamp the curriculum with a spcecific orientation.
In the educationul literature, various rubrics

have been used to describe general theorctical orientations,
and to classify instructional approaches on the basis of
these rubrics. The most common distinction is that of
developmental and behavioral theorctical orientations.
Most curricular innovations in Follow Through and clsecwhere
can be scen as having their theoretical roots in these
schools of thought. To label a currvicular orientation as
behavioristic or developmental, however, is to usc a very
gross and potentially mislcading nomenclaturce for a
curriculum which may create its own distinctive admixture
of both thcoretical approaches. Rather than resort to a
gross catcgorization of curriculum oricntation as develop-
mental or behavioristic, a more uscful approach is to note
how the oricntation of curricula differ in threce basic
arcas:

(1) the Learning Emphasis which is the [ocus of the

curriculum;
(2) the fnstructional model which is utilized; and
(3) the Locus of Reinforcement which is assumed to

exist, 34
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Let us take a closcr look at cach of these distinguishing

categories.

1.1.1.1 Learning Bmphasis

There arve three distinct emphases which can he
given to the act of lecarning: (1) a process cmphasis;
(2) a performance emphasis; and (3) a mixed emphasis.

Wﬁcn the process of lecarning is cmphasized, atten-
tion is direccted to encouraging the child to be involved
in this learning process, and less attention is given to
the specific 1barning outcomes. A basic goal of this
oricntation 1is to cncourage the child to cngage in learning
activities unassisted and to remain involved with the
learning activitics. An often quoted maxim of this learn-
ing oricntation is that the c¢hild must "lecarn how to lcarn."
It is assumed that once a child becomes familiar with and
centiced by the process of lecarning, then the child will

desire to continue to learn, and important learning out-

~comes will be facilitated by this sclf{-generated process

involvement.

A process emphasis suggests the curriculum must
help a child to learn the skills of problem solving so that
these skills may be applied to many different areas. In
this manner, if the child gains competency in the lcarning
process, then performance in the academic domain will follow
naturally.

Anbtﬂlor assumption which generally is part of the

35
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process cmphasts to learning is a belief that learning is
a complex, multi-dimensional, internal process which 1is
governed by the child and which involves emotions and
sclf-perceptions as well as cognitive skills. The com-
plexity ol this process must be recognized and dealt with,
and thus to cencourapge learning is to [facilitate the wulti-
dimensional growth of the whole child, rather than to
tcach in the narrowly defined recalm of expeccted academic
competencies. Thesce academic compétcncies are respected,
but it is beliecved that they will result from the child's
intensec itnvolvement with the overall process of lecarning,
rather than from the specific emphasis of academic skills.

Because the process emphuasis to lecarning focuscs
on the child's ongoing involvement with instructional
materials rather than on the vesults of that involvement,
criteria of adequute process involvement or of the
occurance of sufflicient learning outcome are often dilfi-
cult to obcrutionulizc in an explicit and uncquivocal
manner. Since it is assumed that lcarning is complex and
multi-dimensional, the acceptance of simplified, clear-cut
criteria for that lecarning is difflicult,

An oricentation to learning which emphasizes

performance suggpests a distinctly different conception of
the lecarning act. What is in question here is not the
nurky complexities of the multi-dimensional process of
Tecarning, but the clements of the learning act which can be

observed, quantiflicd and made explicit. A performance

s
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emphasis does not raisc the question of the ultimate,

but instcad,

internal, irrcducible naturc of lcarning,
focﬁscs on the parts of lcarning which are accessible to
measurement, IIIIO perlforimance of the child on defined
learning tasks. Curricula which demonstrate a perlormance
cmphasis do not neglect the cmotional aspects of children's
development, they merely assume that healthy cmotional
development will he facilitated by the satisfaction of
learning to perform relevant cognitive and social tasks.
This orientation then assumes that concern for the chilid
can best be shown by teaching the child to perform well

on school-relevant specified tasks. Becausce the perform-
ance of speciflic behaviors is sought, the criterion of

task accomplishment can be clearly specified in this
lcarning orientation.

It must be noted that the responsibility for this
characterization ol process and performance learning
emphascs belongs to the author. The narrative descriptions
of thcsc cmphases arce short, and perhaps inadequate in
presenting all of the differences and subtletics which
scparatce these orientations. Again, we find a necessary
compromise between descriptive adequacy and descriptive
cconomy. 1t is hoped, however, that thesce descriptions
convey & general notion of two sorts of cmphasis which can
be given to the lecarning act. It is not suggested that onc

orientation is inherently superior to the other orientation.

It is suggested, however, that thesc orientations differ
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in the emphusis they place on the learning act, and the
subscquent oricentation which is found in the curricula
which embody these difTerent learn ing cemphases.

The third category of learning orientation, mixed
emphasis, sugpests the combination of processes and
performance cmphases and denotes the admixture of the
approaches with neither approuach dominant. This third
ciategory allows for the creative synthesis of the above
oricentations. fhe characteristics of a mixed cmphasis to
the lecarning act can be constructed by referring buack to
the descriptions of process and performance orientations
delincated above.

In an effort to summavrizc the above discussion of
learning cmphascs, the abbreviated definitions of the
three orvientations which appear on the complete Program
Element Typology are noted below.

1.1.1.1.1 Process Lmphasis. Orientation Toward

Learning as a Complex, Multi-dimensional,

Interactive Cognitive and Imotional Process.

Concentration on the skills ol problem

solving with attention to the feelings and

self-perceptions of "the whole child."

Critervion of task accomplishment often
unexplicit.

1.1.1.1.2 Performance Lmphasis. Orientation
Toward the Performunce of social and cogni-
tive behaviors. Concentration on the pro-
duction of corrcct responsces with less atten-
tion to the feelings and scll-perceptions of
the child.  lmphasts on the "presenting
behavior." Criteria ol task uccomplishment
behaviorally specificed.

ced  dmphasis.  Llements of both
ifons. No Duminant focus.

38
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1.1.1.2 Tnstructional Role

The concept, instructional role, expresses the
generalized cxpcctﬂtions which are held for the naturc of
the instructors' responses to the child during the in-
structional period. There are three types of instructional
roles: (1) Interpretive; (2) Regulated; and (3) Mixed.

The Interpretive instructional role relies on the

instructor to make autonomous decisions regarding the
proper responscs to be made to the child throughout the
instructional period.  The instructor is assumed to be
familiar with the theories and principles of the curricular
designer, but uses individual judgment in the operational-
ization of thesc concepts. With the interpretive in-
structional role, correct responses to instructional contin-
gencies cannot be fully specilied in advance since the
optimum responsce relics on the judicious judgment of the
instructor. Dilferent children may require distinctly
different trecatment, and it is felt that the instructor can
best decide on the spot the appropriate course of action.
The regulated instructional role gives less autonomy
to the teacher to make decisions regarding the optimum
responsc to instructionual contingencies. Certain instruc-
tionally-appropriate behaviors arce specified in advance,
and it is the responsibility of the instructor to respond
to the child with these carcfully defined behaviors. The
regulated instructional role requires that consistent well-

defined procedures be used in dealing with children, and
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thus there is little room lor intuition or spur-of-the-
moment decisions.

The mixed oricentation demonstrates, naturally,
elements ol both of the previous instructional roles.
Instructional responses, for example, may be carcfully
specified in some curricular arcas, while other arcas are
Left to the judgment and intuition of the instructor. In
the mixed orientuation, the instructor fulfills no dominant
instructional role.

In an c¢ffert to summarize the above discussion of
instructional role, the abbreviated delinitions of the
three orientations which appear on the complete program
Typology are noted below.

1.1.1.2.1 dnterpretive Role.  instructor uses
T Judgment Lo respond to the child on the basis

of principles outlined by the sponsor. In-

structor's behavior not speciflicd in advance,

1.1.1.2.2 Repulated Role. TInstructor responds

to ¢hild with behaviors specilied in advance
by the sponsor.

1.1.1.2.3 Mixed Role. [Ilements of both orienta-
tions.  No DomInant Focus.

1.1.1.3 Locus of Neinforcement

For the heuristic purposes of this paper, recinforce-
ment is considered to be the clusive quality which main-
tains the participation of children in task-activitics.
Reinforcement, in effect, is scen as the payofl for in-
structional involvement. ‘The locus of reinforcement
indicates the source {rom which the reinforcement dervives,
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and denotes the agents or the activitics which are ex-
pected to be reinforcing -- during the instructional
period. There ure three primary loci of reinforcement:
(1) Instructional Activity; (2) Instructors; and (3) Pcers.
These loci can be combined in various ways.
When the locus of reinforcement is located within

the instructional activity itself, then it is the pleasurc,

interest and discoveries inherent in participation in the
lecarning activity which sustain the child's involvement.
In this case, a child participates in the learning task
"because it is fun'" or is in some way rewarding. Such
activities arc often said to be intrinsically reinforcing
to the child. Many Follow Through and other curricula
_strive to create instructional activitices for which the act
of participation not only provokes learning, but at the
same time reinforces the child. In this manner, participa-
tion becomes its own reward.

Another approach to maintaining the child's interest
and participation in a lecarning activity is to make the
instructor the reinforcing agent and hence, the locus of
rcinforcement. In this casc, the instructor dispenses praisec,
tokens, privileges and the like to children when they are
behaving appropriately. Unlike a curriculum where rcin-
forcement is found merely in the act of participation, a

curriculum which makes the instructor the reinforcing agent

gains control over when reinforcement will and will not

occur. In this manncr, the instructor can reinforce
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behavior which is thought to be worthwhilc and productive
of desired learning outcomes and not rcinforce (or ignore)
behavior wihich is unproductive.
The third locus where reinforcement can be sought
is from the other children in the classroom; Some

curricula encourage peer reinforcement in order to reduce

the dependency of the individual child on the instructor.
It 1s ulso argued that peer reinforcement cncourages inde-
pendence of thought, cooperation, mutual respect and
fecelings of community. Like the recinforcement which is
found in learning activitiecs, howecver, peer recinforcement
cannot be readily controled by the instructor.

When considering the locus of rcinforcement preva-
lent in a curriculum, it is not assumed that all rcinforce-
ment will be derived from the same locus to the complete
exclusion of all other loci. This is clcarly impossible.
Even in a curriculum which strives to make participation in
activitiecs an intrinsically reinforcing expericnce, the
occasional word or smile from the teacher will provide
reinforcement from another source. What is assumed,
however, for the purposcs of this typology, is that most
curricula strive to cncourage certain dominant loci of
reinforcement and attempt to'discouragc other loci. Somc
curricula trecat all sources of recinforcement cqually,
however, and sub-descriptor 1.1.1.3.7, which locates rein-
forcement in the Instructional Activity, as well as the

Instructors and Pcers, provides for this indiscriminant
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structurc. But for most curricula, a significant dimension
of the overall orientation can be described by noting the
dominuant locus of reinforcement. This dominant locus
will shape the sorts of child-instructor-activity inter-
actions which help define the curricular orientation.

To recapituluate and summarize the above distinétion,
the abbreviated loci of reinforcement which appears on the

complete Program LElement Typology is reprinted below.

1.1.1.3 Locus of Reinforcement

1.1.1.

(92
—

Instructional Activity
1.1.1.3.2 Instructors
1.1.1.3.3 Pecers

1.1.1.3.4 Instructional Activity and
Instructors

1.1.1.3.5 Instructional Activity and Peers
1.1.1.3.6 Instructors and Pcers

1.1.1.3.7 Instructional Activity, Instructors
and Pecrs

Program Descriptor: 1.1.2 Curricular Design

The program descriptor, Curricular Design, departs
from the thcoretical-philosophical realm surveyed by the
previous descriptor of Curricular Oricentation and focuses
on threc pragmatic questions which illuminate the internal
structurc ol various curricula. This program descriptor
sccks to answer the following questlions: (1) What sort of
activities take place during the instructional process?
(2) Now is time utilized during the instructional period?
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and (3) In what sorts of groups does instruction occur?
It 1s felt that these questions reflect esscutial concerns
which must be addressed in the crcation of a curriculum
and by attending to these concerns, u better undcrstanding
of the divergence and commonality of various curricula can
be obtained. Accordingly, the three foci of the program
descriptor, Curricular Design, arc: (1) Activitics;
(2) Time Utitization; and (3) Instructional Grouping. We

will now cxamince variations possible in thesce threc areas.

1.1.2.1 Activitics

Two considerations can help define the instructional
activitics which arec at the heart of a curriculum. First,
we may concentrate en the sorts of activitices which occur
during the instructional period. Sccondly, we can observe
the uniformity with which these activities take place. We
will consider these issues in turn.

In consideration of the general nature of the
activitics which occur during the instructional period,
three broad categporics arc uscful to partition the many
activity variations into genceral domains. These general
domains which specify broad types of activity arc cntitled:
(1) Manipulative-Exploratory; (2) Productive-Responsive;

and (3) Hixed Oricentation.

Manipulative-Exploratory uctivitics, as thce name
implies, cncourage physical activity and movement throughout

the instructional sctting. Many objccts arce present for
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the child to utilize in lcarning interactions. Exploration
and investigation of the environment is cncouragcd. It is
thought to be essential that the child is physically in-
volved in activity. Typical manipulative-cxploratory
activitics for a child might include arranging, sorting or
cataloguing objects in some fashion, drawing or painting
picturcs, constructing models with wood, teclling or
writing stories, acting in plays, and generally exploring
and manipulating the classroom environment.

Another approach is found in productive-responsive

activitics. In these activities, the child is not cxpected
to be initiatory and assertive, but to respond in an appro-
priatc manncr to thc.jcarning task. Unlike wmanipulative-
exploratory activities, the emphasis of productive-
responsive activities is on performing the lcarning task
in a specificd manner. Certain dimensions of appropriate
task performance arce defined in advance, and the child is
cncouraged to respond to the learning task with appropriate
bechavior. Thcsc.activitics tend to be less frcewhecling
than the manipulative-exploratory ones, and are generally
structured to produce a specific learning outcome for the
child. Typical productive-responsive activities include
scatwork, drill, or the complcetion of lecarning cxecrciscs
structured to bring children to‘a-prc-dctcrmincd goal.

The finnf category, the Mixed Orientation, requires
little explanation. 1Tt indicates that both sorts of

activitics arc employed for instructional purposes. A
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curriculum in this category, for example, could stress
productive-responsive activitics for "the tcaching of read-
ing, but tcach math using manipulative-cxploratory oncs.
Or both sorts ol activities might be combined to teach a
single subject arca.

Beyond the nature of the activities which contri-
bute to the desipgn of a curriculum, the uniformity of
these activitices is another important consideration. The

Uniformity of Activity dimension is an important one,

because the more uniform the activities in a classroom, the
morce certain it i1s that cach child will receive the same
instructional trecatment.

Although uniformity of activity 1s a significant
concept, it is a difficult onc to define, as the notion of
uniformity cunbe specified at diffcrent levels of analysis.
For cxample, in onc classroom all children may be cngaged
in rcading scatwork, but with diffcrent reading materials
and be proceding through these materials at different rates.
Should this be considered a uniform activity? Similarly,
in another classroom, all the children arve cengaged in
the same activity, putting on a play, but somc children
arc acting, whilc others draw posters and others paint
scenery.  Again, onc can wonder if this is to be considered
a uniform activity. PFinally, consider the classroom in
which some children are constructing model ships, while
others bind sticks to make toy tepees lor social studices,
and others drill holes in woud to make bird feceders. Amidst
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the hammering and the drilling, the question ariscs as to
whether the activities in this classroom can be considered
uniform.

For the purposes of this typology, uniformity of

activity will be said to occur when the activities of all

children are focuscd toward the same immediate instructional

objective. Thus in the examples given above, the class
involved 1n 1ndividually:puccd and chosen recading work,
and the class constructing objects with their hands could
be considered to be involved in uniform activity, while
the class producing the play would not be so considered
since some children are learning to act, while others
learn to paint and draw. It 1s worth noting that both
manipulative-cxploratory and productive-responsive activi-
ties can be considerced diversce or identical, depending on
the immediate instructional aim of thosec activities.

In the program Element Typology, the concept of
uniformity of activity can be divided into thrce catecgorics:
(1) Dbiverse; (2) ldentical; and, as before, (3) Mixed. A
bricf trcatment of cuch category will be glven below.

Diverse activity is said to occur when children
pursuc qualitatively different lecarning goals as the imme-
diate objective of their learning. Any group activity
which encourages different children to participate in qual-
itatively dilferent ways and hcncc.to facilitate qualita-
tively dJdiffcerent fcarning goals is considered diverse. On

the other hand, an identical activity has the same qualita-
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tive learning goal for all children, cven though their
moment-to-moment activities may scem different.

A mi;cd orientation oncec morc allows for the
combination of the above approaches and does not present
a dominant cmphasis. An example of this type of curricular
design might be once in which some instructional time is
allotted for children to pursuc activities of their
choice, but later requires them to write a story about
their chosen activity.

To recapitulate and summarize the above discussion,
the trcatment of curricular activities which appears in

the complete Program Llement Typology appears below.

1.1.2.1 Activitics
P.o1.2.10.1 Nature of Activities

1.1.2.1.1.1 Manipulative-Exploratory.
Concentration on the facil-
itation of the child's
cxploration of the environ-
ment and the physical
manipulation of objects.
Activitics and materials
vary a great deal. Util-
lzation of the materials
in diverse ways is
cncouraged.

1.1.2.1.1.2 Productive-Responsive.,
Concentration on the fuacil-
itation of specified
responses.  Activities and
materials structurcd and
uniform. Production of
the desired behavior is
cncouraged.

Fo1.2.1.1.3 Mixed Orientation. lile-
ments ol both approaches.
No Dominant Lmphasis.
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1.1.2.1.2 Uniformity of Activities
1.1.2.1.2.1 Diverse: Children pursuc

difTerent activities during
the Instructional Period.

[ 8]
—
~No
g8}

1.1. ldentical: Children
pursuc the same activity
during the Instructional

Period.

1.1.2.1.2.3 Mixed Orientation. Ele-
ments of both approaches.
No Dominant Lmphasis.

1.1.2.2 Time Utilization

The question of how instructional time can best be
utilized has a long history of educational debate. The
variable of time, generally mecasurced in instructional days,
appears regularly in cducational rescarch. Like personncl
and materials, time is an important resource which can bhe
spent in different ways to creatc diverse instructional
cnvironments. The use of instructional time can be mecasurcd
and catcgorized in various subtle ways, but in the interest
of descriptive cconomy, three categories have been genc-
rated to consider this dimension in the design of
curricula. These dimensions are: (1) Diffusc; (2) Concen-
trated; and (3) Mixed. A discussion of these dimensions
appcars beclow.

Time utilization is considered to be diffusc when
time is rather cqually allotted to all academic subjects.
With this utilization of time, no subjects arce sclected
for special emphasis or treatment. Given this oricentation,
learning is gencrally considered as an organic process, and
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it 1is thbught to cmphasizce some subjeccts at the expense
of others, would distort and unbalance the cquilibrium of
the organic lecarning process.

The utilization of time in a concentrated manner,

however, provides another approach to spending time, and
stresscs that more of the overall time resource must be
allotted to specificd subject arcas. Such a concentrated
cmphasis is undertaken in the belief that certain subject
areas nré more important than others becausc they uarc con-

sidercd to be essential for further learning and success

in school. Becausc of this assumption, it is thought that

instructional time must be concentrated on these arcas, so
that children will not be shovt-changed in the uC(ulisiiion
of thesec basic skills.

In regard to time utilization, the mixed orienta-
tion provides a wmiddle ground betwcen the concentrated and
diffusc approaches. This category suggests that there may
be slight emphasis given some subjccts, bug not enough to
warrant the pluaccement of time utilization in the concen-
trated category. The mixed category suffers, like many
others in this typology, from a lack of operational defini-
tion and quantification. Such specilication could easily
be developed through a more exact analysis of time use in
the diffcrent Follow Through curricula, and if this typology
proves to be conceptually uscful, such operational specifi-
cation would logically scem to be the next step [or thosc

clements of the program descriptors which could profit from
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To summarize the above discussion, the abbreviated
definitions of time utilization which appear in the Program

[lement Typology arc displaycd helow.

1.1.2.2 Time Utilization

1.1.2.2.1 Diffusc. No specific subjects
singled out for cmphasis. Attention
broadly focused on wide range of
possible learning activities.

1.1.2:2.2 Concentrated. Intensive attention
to specilic subjects such as recading,
mathematics, handwriting. Minimum
daily time allocation for thesec
arcas may be specified by the sponsor.

1.1.2.2.3 Mixed Orientation. Llements of both
approaches. No Dominant Focus.

1.1.2.35 Instructional Grouping

The practice of instructional grouping has stirred
debate and cmotional controversy as perhaps no other topic
in the educational literaturec. Indeed, onc Follow Through
curricular approach stresses multi-age grouping as the key
curricular clumcnt.3 Current reform cfforts consistently
call for heterogencity in grouping practices, one of the
most recent clfort being the court-mandated mainstreaming
of the cducationally handicapped. For the purposes of the
Program Llement Typology, the concept, Instructional
Grouping, relers to the characteristics of the other
children within the instructional group, and also to the
size of that group.

The fundamental concept of group is more complex
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than is cvident at [irst glance and descerves further defi-
nition. For the purposcs of this paper, an asscmblage of
children will be considered an instructional group if
threec critcrid are net. First, thé children must bé
located in relatively closc physical proximity to onc
another, the outer boundary being no grcater than the arca
of an average scll-contained classroom. Thus, for the
purposcs of this paper, all of the first graders in five
scparate classrooms within the same school would not be
considered a group since they do not mect the criterion of
physical proximity. Sccondly, for a collection of children
to be considered an instructional proup, there must be
verbal or physical interaction among thc_childrcn. Given
this second criterion, five children who arc scated in a

!

small circle reading silently and who do not converse or
interact with one another would be considered to be working
alone rather than in a small group. Finally, the children
must be involved iIn an instructional activity which has
unifori instructionual objectives. This criterion suggests
that five children who arec sitting in closc proximity and
talking amongst themsclves, but working on diversc academic
sul"jects do not constitute an instructional group.

There are two key categorvies which distinguish the
instructional grouping practices of various curricular
designs: (1) Variability; and (2) Size.

Variability refers to the overall homogencity or

heterogenceity which characterize the children in an
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instructional gfoup._ lHomogencity and heterogenecity, for
catcgories of age and developmental or performance level,
are rclative tcerms, and nced to be defined to avoid con-
fusion. Flor the purpcses of this typology, a group will
be considered homogencous in regards to age if the
childrens' birth dates [all within the same chronological

yecar. With rcegards to performance level, a homogencous

group is onc in which the children arc all performing
within six months of cach other on a standardized asscss-
ment of cducational performance. The criterion of homo-
gencity of developmental level is more difficult to
speéify because it is a more diflusc concept which is
often defined in diflerent ways by different theoretical
orientations and curricula. In applying thce Program
Llement Typology, a group will be considerced homogencous

in regard to the developmental level of children if, in

the opinion of the instructors, most children arc concerncd
with the same general developmental tasks or thought to be
in the samc gcnornl developmental stage. It should be
noted that in this category, like many others in the
typology, it is the curricular intent rather than the
actual operationalization of this intent which is to be
cxamined in categorizing the curricular design. To place
this idea in the language of the program cvaluators, the
Program Llement Typology assumes 100 percent implemcntat;on
of the sponsor's curriculum, and addresses the question, if

the curricular designer had complete control of the
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instructional situation, what would occur?

The notion of homogeneity and heterogencity in
regard to sex hardly nceds cxplanation, and may scem to be
a uscless category since all follow Through curricula
trcat boys and girls together. The author wishes to point
out, however, that many personality and bechavioral differ-
ences have been noted between boys and girls, and the idea

of scparating boys and girls in some instructional groups

within the classroom to pursue the same curricular goals
muf have merit as a curricﬁlar experiment. For this
rcason, the catecgory of homogencity of sex has been in-
cluded within the catecgory of instructional grouping.

The size of instructional groups is also an

important factor in curriculum design. The recent trend in
education has been to move away from instructional arrange-
ments which focus on the centire class and utilize individual
and small group instructional methods. This trend is re-
flected in many of the Follow Through curricula.

The size of the intended instructional groupings
can bhe partitioned into four catecgories. 1f a child works
alone, this naturally suggests that no other children
collaborate in the instructional task. A small group of

children is defined to include two to six children. From

scven to fifteen children constitutes a large group, and

i1f more than [iftcen children work together in the same

t is assumed that this arrangement

[N

instructional activity,

can be considered to include the entire class. VYarlous
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combinations of thesc instructional groupings may, of course,
also occur.
The instructor may or may not be a part of the

instructional group, but in the cases where the instructor

1s present--as in drill or individual help periods, the in-

structor's presence is not considered in determining the
size of the instructional group.

To conclude this discussion of instructional
grouping, the variations possible in this clement of

curricular design which ave listed in the Program Llcment

Typology appecar below.

1.1.2.3 Instructional Grouping
1.1.2.5.1 Variability

1.1.2.5.1.1 Hleterogencous with repard

to:

1.1.2.35.1.1.1 Age
1.1.2.53.1.1.2 Sex
1.1.2.3.1.1.3 Developmental

or Perform-
ance Level

1.1.2.5.1.2 llomogencous with regard
Lo:

i
ot
o
(3}
—
88}
ot

Age

ot
ot
[§8]
(93]
ot
88}
88}

Sex

—
}_J
€8]
(93]
(o]
2
(93]

Developmental
or Perform-
ance Level

1.1.2.3.2 5Sizne
L.1.2.5.2.0 Child Works Alone (1 Child)
Lol.2.3.2.2 swall Groups (2-6 Children)



1.1.2.3.2.3 lLarge Groups (7-15 Children)
1.1.2.5.2.4 Intire Class (A1l Children)
1.1.2.3.2.5 Alonec and Small Groups
1.1.2.5.2.6 Alonc and Large Groups
1.1.2.3.2.7 Alonc and Intirec Class

1.1.2.3.2.8 Small GCroups and Large
Groups

1.1.2.5.2.9 Small Groups and Intire
Class

1.1.2.3.2.10 Large Groups and Entire
Class

1.1.2.3.2.11 Alone, Small Groups and
Large Groups

1.1.2.5.2.12 Alone, Large Groups and
Entire Class

1.1.2.3.2.13 Alohe, Small Groups and
ntirve Class

1.1.2.5.2.14 Alone, Small Groups,
Large Groups and Entire
Class
Program Descriptor: 1.1.3 Curricular Responsibility

The concept of responsibility within the context of
the Iastructional focus . of the Program Iilement Typology
addresses two hroad and significant qucstjons:‘ (1) Who has
the power to make and carry out instructional decisions?
and (2) What is the nutﬁrc of these decisions?  Considering
the diversity of Follow Through curricula, there arc no
conscnsual answers to these questions, and the issuces ol
responsibility and concurrent autonomy, like the other

cducational dssucs which have served as foci for the program
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descriptors, generate diversc opinions;ﬂgnd often, heated
disagreement.

The types of rvespousibility given to different
individuals throughout the instructional process varies a
great decal in different curricular approaches. Consider
for u moment, the essential question of who should be
given primary responsibility for educating children.

Should this job be assigned to tecachers or parents? Both
teachers and parents serve us cddcutors of children, and
different Follow Through program approaches have put
different cmphasis on the roles of tecachers within the
classroom and parents within the home.

No matter which party is responsible for the
actual maintenance of the instructional interaction with
the child, other cqually jmportant instructional decisions
must also be made. Who, for example, is to be held respon-
sible for planning or generating the potentially available
instructional activities and materials? Who will be given
the responsibility for choosing the activities which will
take place during the daily instructional period. And,
finally, who will cvaluate the progress of individual
children toward the attainment of instructional goals and
plan for fhc futurce individual work of cach child? These
are the central "issues which define the program descriptor
of curricular responsibility, and although they are largely
self-cxplunatory, they will be discussed bricfly below.

The questions ol curricular responsibility have been
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arranged chronologically, and will be considered in the
following order. The concerns ol: (1) Pre-Instructional;

(2) Instructional; and finally, (3) Post-Instructional.

1.1.2.1 Pre-lnstructional

Before a child becomes engaped in a lecarning acti-
vity, a great deal of planning and thought is neccessary to
make the learning activitics potentially available for the

child. The responsibility for the gencration or specifica-

tion of instructional materials can be vested in diverse

partiecs, and different curricula allocate this responsi-
bility in different wavs. A sccond arca of responsibility
which can vary widely in its assignment, concerns the
suidelines for the usce of these materials or, in the terms

of the Program Element Typology, in the generation or

specilication of instructional activities. By considering

who 1s given the vesponsibility to sclect and develop
matevials and activities, a uscful mecasurc of the autonomy
of the individual instructor can be obtained. I the
instructor is to be solely responsible for these tasks, the
instructor is allowed a great deal of autonomy. On the
other hand, if the instructor's rolc is to implement the
activities and matervials designed or sclected primarily by
the sponsor, the instructor's autonomy is considerably
decreased. A middle ground exists where the sponsor and
the instructor take joint responsibility for the creation
of materials and activitics.
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Lt should again be noted that the term, instructor,
refers to the individual who iLs rvesponsible for the actual
instruction of the child and may be a parent inside the
home as well as a classroom tcacher.
To rccapitulate the above discussion, the various
pre-instructional responsibilitices listed in the Progranm

lilement Typology are prescnted below.

1 .1.3.'1 Pre-Instructional

1.1.5.1.1 Generation or Specification of In-
structional Haterials

1.1.5.1.1.1 Sponsor
1.1.3.1.1.2 Instructors
1.1.5.1.1.3 Sponsor and Instructors

I.1.5.1.2 Generation or Specilication of In-
structional Activitics

1.1.5.1.2.1 Sponsor

1.1.3.1.2.2 Instructors

(2]

1.1.5.1.2.3 Sponsor and Instructors

1.1.3.2 Instructional

During the period of instruction, there arc two
arcas of responsibility which distinguish different curricu-
lar approaches. The first arca concerns the individual

who is given actual responsibility for the maintenance of

the instructional interaction. As it huas been noted, sone

curricula sce-the primary responsibility for instruction
resting with the classroom teacher, while others place the

parent in this instructional role. A third appreoach divides
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instructional responsibility between the teachers at
school and the parents at home.
No matter which party is responsible for maintain-
Ing and supervising the instructional activitics, the
issuc of who will have responsibility for the immediate

activity sclection during the instructional period raiscs

another question.  In curricula which are designed with
the goal of cncouraging the autonomy and independence of
the child, it is often the child who has the primary
responsibility for choosing the activities which will be
the focus of the instructional periold. The opposite
approach is found in curricula which give the instructor
the primary responsibility for deciding with which activi-
tics the children will be engaged during the instructional
period. fn between these polar appfouchcs, there is the
intermediate position where both the child and the in-
structor are mutually respensible for activity sclection.
This intermediate position can be reached in different
ways. - lor cxample, the child may be given frcedom to
choose activities fer part of the instructional period, but
be required to participate in other activitics chosen by
the teacher. Or, the child and the instructor might confer
and rcach a joint decivion concerning the appropriazte
instructional pursuit,

To recapitulate, the categorics of instructional
responsibility arce reproduced below as they eoxist on the

Program Illement Typology.
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[4%]

1.1.3.2 Instructional

1.1.3.2.1 Maintenance of Instructional
Interaction

1.1.3.2.1.1 School-based Instructor
- 1.1.3.2.1.2 llome-based Parent
1.1.3.2.1.3 School-bascd Instructor
and Ilome-based Parent
1.1.5.2.2 Activity Sclection h&:
1.1.3.2.2.1 Child
1.1.3.2.2.2 Instructors

1.1.3.2.2.3 Child ond Instructors

1.1.3.3 Post-Instructional

The Linal area of responsibility involves those
decisions made uftpr the instructional interaction and
concern:  (J) Formative Lvaluation, and (2) Ilnstructional
Prescription.

For most curricula, formative cvaluation of a

child's progress in relation to curricular goals is an on-
going process. This cvaluation may occur in a varicty of
different ways. Most simply, the child mav be cncouraged
to evaluate learning progress and decide "how I'm doing."
With this procedure, it is the child who has the primary
responsibility for cvaluating learning. Another approach
is to give the instructor the responsibility to decide "how
things are going" for various children. This may be done
through inlormal retlection, or through a more formal

asscssment using specilic cvaluative instruments. A third
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approach places the responsibility for the ongoing cval-
uation in the hands of the sponsor who can assess the
progress ol children through claborate computer-assisted
cvaluation of criterion tests. Combinations of the above
approaches arce, of course, also possible. [Finally,
formative cvaluation way be completely cschewed within
{hc classroom in the assumption that the process of cvalua-
tion is a threatening onc which is antithetical to the
lecarning process.

Thesce diverse approaches to the formative evalua-
tion ol the progress of children olten lcad to definite

instructional prescriptions. The child may be expected to

take responsibility for determining what lcarning activitics
should be pursuced, or deciding "to work harder." Similarly,
the instructor may be piven responsibility for direccting
the learning activitics of certain children and specifying
extra work which must be completed. Another approach to
Instructional prescription is for the sponsor, after
analyzing the performance data from criterion tests, to
specify the materials on which a child should be working
and the rute ol progress which should be expected for that
child. Once more, combinations of the above approaches may
also occur. Finnll?, no prescription may be made, and
curricular activitices might occur unchanged as they have in
the past.

These distinctions which allocate the responsibility
for formative cvaluation and instructional prescri ption in
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various ways arc summarized below in the excerpt from the

Program Element Typology.

1.1.3.3 Post Instructional

1.1.3.3.1.1 Child

[#2]

L1.1.3.35.1.2 Instructors

1.1.5.3.1.3 Sponsor

1.1.3.3:1.4 Child and Instructors
1.1.3.3.1:5 Sponsor and Instructors

1.1.3.3.1.6 Does not apply. No PForma-
tive Lvaluation Conducted.

1.1.5.5.2 Instructionul Prescription by:
1.1.3.3.2.1 Child

5.2

o

Instructors

._.
.
—
.
3
&2

1.1.3.5.2.3 Sponsor

Child and Instructors

[
—
0
[&2]
8%

1.1.5.3.2.5 Sponsor and Instructors
1.1.5.5.2.06 Does not apply. No In-

structional Prescription
Made.

Propram Descriptor: 1.1.4 Curricular Variability

The final program descriptor used to dintinguish
instructional curricula is that of curricular variability.
Thus far, the Program Ilement Typology has been concerncd
with the ovicentation, design and responsibilitics asso-
crated with different curricular approaches. The [inal

question to he addressed concoerns the variability of the
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curricula. This descriptor is chosen in the belief that
it is important to know the stability and variation to be
found in individual curricular treatments. Attention to
the variability of instructional programs can provide an
indication of the consistency of instructional treatment,
a variable which could he quite important from the point
of view of the program cvaluator who is interested in the
étability ol instructional trecatments. If a curriculunm
docs not present a consistent instructional treatment, it
may be difficult to associate curricular clements with
their cffect oﬁ the child.

The question of variability is approached [rom
three perspectives, changes in: (1) Instructional Activi-

ties; (2) Time Utilization; and (3) Instructional Grouping.

1.1.4,1 Tnstructional Activitics

As has been noted carlier, instructional activitics
refier to the task-activities which are thought to sustain
and facilitate the child's learning.  fn all curricula
there is some theoretical change in these activitices as
children progress, for cexample, from book to hook or [rom
task to task, For the purposces of this typology, it is
assumed that an activity change is defined by a qualitative
change in the manner in which @ subject is treated, and
does not merely refer to changes in activity rate which
!

result from more -- or less -- of "the same.'" Using this

distinction, teaching recading through the mcthods of scat-
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work, flash cards and recitation would dcmonﬁtrutc activity
change, but the transition lrom onc sort of recading material
to another sort would not show change. Manipulative-explor-
atory activities would be considerced to change if the type
ol activity changes, for example from drawing, to sorting
tasks, to buildinyg projects.  More and more complete building
projects attempted by the same child would not constitute
activity chanpe, Changes are considered from the perspective
of the individual child involved in the instructional inter-
action, and although different groups within the same class
may be engaged in different activities, these activitics arc
not considered to change unless they change from the perspec-
tive of the individual child involved in the activity,

Activity changes, like the other clements of change
considered within this program descriptor, arc subdivided by
temporal cutegorics. The ciategories utiliZCJ in the Program
Element Typology are noted below.,  They proceed in o stuirstep
fashion. "Chanye daily" relers to changes within the period
of a day. "Change weekly" encompusses changes which occur
cvery two to scven days., "Change monthly" cncompnsscs the
period from cight davs to a month. "Change ycarly" indicates

the period from onc month and a day to a year.

L.1.4.1 Instructional Activities
L.1.4.1.1 Change Daily
Lood.1.2 Change Weckly
1.1 .13 (ﬁ;ﬁlu:c Monthly
I.h.do104 Change Vearly
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I.1.4.1.5 No Consistent Pattern

L.lod 1.6 Do Not Change

J.L.4.2 Time Utilization

The sccond arca in which curricular change can
abfect the nature of the child's learning experience ix
through the pattern of time utilization. The concept of
time utilization has been explained carlier and parvti-
tioned into the categories of diffuse and concentrated
time use. Variability in time utilization refers to how
much change occurs in the sclection of the time usc
categories. lor cxample, a curriculum might alternate on
a daily basis between concentrated to subject arvea. -l
various non-specilic instructional activities. Another
curriculur approach might devote scveral months or a ycar
to cncourvaging children to "pess around” and to become
familiar with instructional activitics and possibilities,
and then begin to concentrate on the development of certain
specilic skills. Other variations in time utilization can
be readily imagined. To conclude this discussion, the
temporal variations in time utilization indicated by the

Program Llcment Typolopy arce presented below.

1.1.4.2 Time Utilization
Lobod 201 Changes Dally

L.1.4.2.2 Changes Weekly

s
T~

5 Chanees Monthly

Lolodo204 Changes Yearly
606
O
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L.L.4.2.5 No Conststent Dattern

Io1o4. 2,6 Does Not Change

L1403 Instructional Grouping

Fnoceonsideration of the potential curricular
variations which can readily occur within the existing
curriculum, attention must also be focused on the arca of in-
structional grouping. [T the pattern ol instructional
grouping changes, the experience of the individual children
within these groups will change as will the consistency of
the instructional treatment. Different patterns of grouping
may serve difterent instructional purposecs. For example,
large group activitics may familiarize children with
diflerent aspects of the curricula and the behaviors which
arc expected.  Later, small group or individual instruction
may taie the place of large group presentations. Grouping
practices may change cach day according to the subject
matter which is under consideration. Conversely, once
work groups are asscmbled, they may he cncouraged to stay
the same so that group cohesiveness and patterns of coop-
eration can be established.

Once more, the categories which indicate various
rates ol change in instructional grouping practices, as
they uppear in the Program Element Typology, are presented

below.

Lolodos Instructional Grouping

Lolodosol Changes Daily
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—
-

-
-
s

3.2 Changes Weekly

-
—
-
-
[ 2

5.8 Changes Monthly
Lobod 504 Changes Yearty
I.1.4.3.5 No Consistent Pattern

Lolodo306 Does Not Change

Program Descriptor: 1.1.5 No Instructional lilement

There is little which nceds to be said about this
descriptor. Its function is to indicate that an interven-
tion approach does not contain an instructional element
directed toward children. Programs, for example, for
which the primary focus is that of parent cducation and
organization mipght not contain an instructional clement
directed toward children.

This concludes the survey ol instructional clements
directed toward children in the Program Element Typology.
Ye now turn to a consideration of the service clement

directed toward this same population.

service Prograw Elument

All Follow Throupgh program approaches provide
children with medical, dental, psychological as well as
health and nutritional services. This service clement is
not the subject of plunncd variation by the program sponsors.
Variations which do exist in the actual service delivery
proprams arc idiosyncratic and related more to school
district policy, organization and resources than the Jesires
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of the sponsors. Becausc variations in the service cle-
ment of lrollow Through do mot result from differences in
sponsor approaches, the Program Llement Typology has not
attempted to identify the variations possible in the
construction of these service elements, although such an
expansion ol the Program lilement Typology is certainly
possible. In the next section of this paper, the intent
of the varijous components of the service clement of the
Follow Through Planned Variation LExperiment are briefly
noted. Since the t;catmcnt.of these program descriptors
1s cursory, the relevant sections of the Program Elecment
Typology will not appear after cach program descfiptor,

but instcad will appear at the end of this secction.

Program Duscriptors: 1.2.1 Medical; 1.2.2 Dental

‘Medical and dental service delivery programs arc
provided for all children in FFollow Through and consist of
at the leuast, an cxuminufion and subscquent referral o1
treatment for any mcdical or dental problems. Appropriate
follow-up care is also provided and. often continucs beyond

the child's actual participation in Follow Through.

Program Descriptor: 1.2.35 Psychological

There arce two ways psycholouical services arc util-
ized in the Follow Through program approaches. First,
psychologists locus on the prevention of psycholopical

problems by advisinpg the instructional personnel and parcents
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and suggesting the implementation of sound mental health
practices. The sccond concern of the psychologis;s is the
treatment of children who manifest cmotional disorders.
The major thrust of the Follow Throuph psychological
services is preventive, and attempts arc made within the
various program approaches to cnsurc the development and
maintenance ol an instructional environment conducive to
psychological growth and maturation as well as cognitive

learning.

P%ogrﬁm Descriptor: 1.2.4 llealth and Nutritio:.

There are two basic clements to the health and
nutrition coumponent of the Follow Through program. First,
cducational progerams arve cstablished to teach the child
good nutritional and heulth practices. Sccondly, the
Follow Through program provides lunch, snacks, und when
nceded, Dbreakfast and supper. -These health and nutritional
componcnts work togcthcr to cducate the child about appro-
priate cating habits and to provide the child with a

s vanced meal.

Program Descriptor: 1.2.5 No Service Llement

This program descriptor does not apply to any of
the current Follow Through program approaches, but hus been
included in the Program ilement Typolopy to providé a
descriptive catepgory for instructional interventions which

do not also focus on the delivery of servive-. lFor the
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purposcs of characterizing the current Follow Through
Program approaches, however, this is not a functional
catcgory.
To summarize the various components which make up
the scrvice clement of intervention programs focuscd on
c}lildiwnl, the relevant portion ol the Progruanm Iiiouunlt

Typology 1is prescented below.

1.2 Scrvice Element
1.2.1 Medical
1.2.1.1 Examination and Referral or Treutment

1.2.2 Dental e

s

1.2.2.1 Examination and Referral or Treatment
1.2.35 P’'sychological

1.2.3.1 Preventive: Advise Instructional
Personnel

1.2.3.2 Exawination and Referral or Treatment

.3 I'reventive as well as IExamination -and
Referral or Trecatment

!-_J
ro
ol

1.2, flealth and Nutrition
1.2.4.1 Educational Progran
1.2.4.2 Mcal P'rogram
1.2.4.3 Educational and Meal Pfogram

1.2.5 No Scrvice [Llement

This completes the discussion of the potential
variations in the instructional and service clements of the
Follow Through Planncd Variation Experiment which are

dirccted toward children. Ax has been noted carlicr,
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children are only one population affected by the Follow
Through intervention, and the populations of Instructors
und'Pufcnts remain to be considered. We turn to a consid-
cration of the wavs in which various Follow Through

program approaches affecct the training of instructors.
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Program Elcement Divected Toward Instructors

It should be noted that the current Follow Through
program approaches focus only on the pre-service and in-
scrvice cducation of instructors and do not offer addi-
tional services, ﬁlncc such secrvices are generally the

responsibility of the individual school district.

Instructional Proeram lilement

Program Descriptor: 2.1.1 Overall Orientation

As with the instructional elcment diyoctcd toward
children, the first program descriptor is concerned with
the overall thrust of the instructional program. Three
different theorctical emphases and the combinations have
been identified. These orientations arc: (1) Encourage-
ment of Individual Personal Bevelopment; (2) Familiarization
with the Philosophy and Principles of the Sponsor; and
(3) lntcrnalizution'of Behaviorally Specified Responses to
Instructional Contingencices. We will examine thesc orienta-
tions in turn.

The position of some sponsors concerning staff
training is that the individual teacher must be given aid
in the support in the development of their own unique in-
structional style and method. Given this orientation, the

purposc of pre-service and in-sevvice training i= the

cncouragement of individual personal development. [n the

words of onc sponsor, the task is "to extend" the capabil-

ities of the individual instructors. This goal, since it
O
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is person-specific, cannot be achieved through training in

Instructional methods cr by ¢reating usiform behavioral or

theorctical expectations, but instcad, relies on the growth

which results from the sharing ol perceptions and ideas in
a non-threatening interpersonal environment. ‘I'his orienta-
tion concentrates on developing individuals rather than
implementing curricula.

A second uapproach focuses less on the facilitation
of the personal growth of the instructor and more on the
introduction and cxplanation of the theorctical approach

ol the curriculum. This approach to instruction stresscs

fuMiiiuri:utiou with the philosophv and principles of the
sponsor, which arc reflected in the curricular design.
Instructors arce presented with the ideas which shape the
curricular approach and encouraged to lcarn to "think like
the sponsor.” This orientation stresses the understanding
of the central principles of pho curricular approach so
that instructors can make appropriate instructional deci-
sions basced on this solid understanding.

It is interesting to note that this approach stands
midway between the first instructional orientation which
focuses on personal development and the next approach which
focusces on the production of specifiecd instructional
responsces.  The "lamiliarization' approach scems to combine
structurce and autonomy in that it lcaves the choice of the
Immediately appropriate instructional actions up to the

instructor, while making it clear that appropriate in-
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structional behavior must be based upon the principles of

.the sponsor's curricula.

The thivd orientation stresses the internalization

of behaviorally specified responses to instructional comn-

tingencies. This is u pragmatic approach which puts the
emphasis on appropriate action rather than the comprchen-
sion of sometimes complex theory. Appropriate instructional
technique is specified in behavioral terms rather than
theorctical oncs. As a result, the opportunity for in-
structors to ke autonomous decisions would appear to be
reduced. lHowever, the duration of training nceded to bring
the gpivc instructor up to the performance level expected
b;"U1c sponsor 1s considerably less, and thus this approach
can be implemented rapidly with consistent performance by
the instructor.

To recapitirrlute these distinctions, the relevant

portion of the Prvogram Llement Typology appears below.

2.1.1 Overall Oricntation

2.1.1.1 Encouragement of Individual Personal
Development

2.1 1.2 Fawiliarization with the Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor

2.1.7.5 Internalization of Bechaviorally Specificed
Responses to Instructional Contingencics

2.1.1.4 Lncouragement of Individuual Personal
Development and Familiarization with the
Philosophy and Principles of the Sponsor

2.Lo1o5 Familiarization with the Philosophy and

Principles of the Sponsor and Internaliza-
tion of lehaviorally Specilied Responses
to Instructional Contingencices
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Program Descriptor: 2.1.2 Mecans of LEvaluation

“We turn now to a consideration of the arrangements
utilized by different curricular approaches to train in-
structors. Tour general methods of instruction have been
identified after a consideration of the various program
approaches of the Follow Through Planned Variation cxperi-
ment. These means of instruction are: (1) Demonstration
Classroom; (2) Spoasor Obscrvation Using Observation
Schedule and fcedbuck of “Results; (3) Informal Sponsor
Obscrvation and Advising; and (4) Presentation of Theory
or Tecaching Mcthods.

The first way in which the training of Follow
Through instructors occurs is through the participation in

or obscrvation of a demonstration classroom. A functioning

classroom which provides a model of what should occur in
the tecacher's own clussroom alfords rcadily accessible
information concerning the proper techniques of curricular
implementuation. Such a method of training is convenient
and allows the dircct involvement of instructors in an
established instructional cnvironment.

A sceond approach to instruction involves sponsor

observation using an observation schedule and feedback of

the results. An obscrvation schedule is an observational

device which allows an obscrver to determine whether the
activitics obscrved within an instructional situation
correspond to the activities expected by the sponsor in

the same situation. Discrepiancies between the actual
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obscrved behaviors and the expectations of the curricular

model arc then presented, or "fed back," to the instructor.

-This information guides the instructor in the improvement

of instructional intceraction, and recognizes instructional
successces ns.wbll as inadequacies. 1t should be noted

that with this method of instruction -- as well as with

the demonstration classroom -- the instructional model must
be well-cnough specificd by the sponsor so that decisions
can be made regarding congrucence or discrepancy with that
model. A particular sponsor must be able to determine that
a specilfic classroom is functioning or not functioning as
expected. ‘From this opcrationalization of the instructional
model, an appropriate observation instrument can be
constructed. 0

The third meuns of instruction, informal sponsor

obscrvation and advising, is similar to the last method,

only it reclics less on the operational specification of a
curricular model ore on the judgment of the sponsor's
representatives who direct the training of instructors.
Since the correct ‘implementation of some instructional
models depends on the judicious application of speciflic
thecoretical principles, and since thcyc arc generally
difﬁcrcnt ways to uapply the same principle within an in-
structional situation, a less strict method of obscervation
s utilized by some program approaches to train instructors.
Informal obscrvation and advising gives more autonomy to

trainers and instructors and may result in classrooms
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which have a lTess uniform appearance than those which
optimally result from the more structurcd obscrvational
method. This leeway (or individuality can be scen as an
allowance for creative autonomy or as the crecation of a
sloppy instructional trcatment depending upon the valucs
ascribed to autonomy and unilormity.

The final mecans of instruction, the presentation/

cxplanation of thecory or tcaching methods, is utilized,

to some degree, by all of the various program approaches.
Just as "chalk talk" is a staple ol athletic training, the
lecture/demonstration is gencrally part of the sponsor's
introduction to a «pecific curricular approach. Different
sponsors will rcly upon this didactic prescntation in
different ways. Some training scssions may present inlor-
mation, some miy answer questions and some may utilize
this method to orgaunize a more complex training cffort.

These various mecans of instruction can be combined,
and most sponsovrs utilize a varicty of:instructionul
methods. It should be reiterated that these methods can
be applied to the training of cither home-based or school-
basecd instructors.

To rccupitulate, as well as to suggest the various
combinations of methods which can be profitably combined,
the relevant scection of the Program Ilement Typolouy is

excerpted below.

2.1.2 Means of Instruction
2.1.2.1 Demonstration Classroom
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2.1.2.2 Sponsor Obscrvation Using Obscrvation
Schedule and Feedback of Results
2.1.2.3 Informal Sponsor Obscrvation and Advising

2.1.2.4 Prescentation of Theory cor Teaching
Mcthods

2.1.2.5 Demonstration Classroom + Sponsor Obser-
vation Using Obscrvation Schedule and
Feedback of Results

58]
—
o
(@

Demonstration Classroom + Informal
Sponsor Obscrvation and Advising

~o
=

.2.7 Demonstration Classroom + Presentation
ol Thecory or Tcaching Mcthods

-.

[y
s
(]

.8 Sponsor Obscrvation Using Obscrvation
Schedule and Feedback of Results + Pre-
sentation of Theory or Tecuching
Mecthods

2.1.2.9 Informal Sponsor Obscrvation and Advising
+ Presentation of Theory or Teaching
Methods

2.1.2.10 Demonstration Classroom + Sponsor Ob-

servation Using Obscrvation Schedule and
Feedback of Results + Presentation of
Theory or Tcaching Methods

2.1.2.11 Demonstration Classroom + Informal
Sponsor Obscrvation and Advising + Pre-
sentation of Theory or Tcaching Methods

Program Descriptor: 2.1.3 Responsibility for Planning
and Facilitating Instruction

The responsibility for the planning and dirccting
of training cvents is allocated differently in various
curricular approaches. This program descriptor accounts
for this variation by considering threce ways in which this
responsibility can be distributed.  Primary responsibility

for training may be given to: (1) the Sponsor; (2) the
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Instructors; 61' (3) shared by the Sponsor and Instructors.
When training is planned and directed by the 52525511,
then it is the sponsor (or sponsov's representatives) who
decides what will take place within the training sessions
and how the sessions will be conducted.
Converscely, when this responsibility is allocated

to the instructors, this group is responsible for planning

the training agenda and directing the training sessions.
In between these extremes, the responsibility for
the content and the direction of training sessions may be

distributed between the sponsor and the instructors. The

instructors might, for example, define the issucs which
need the technical expertise of the sponsor's staff.
Another approuach would encourage the instructors to share
their insight and skills during one part of the training
as well as to require instructors to participate in later
training sessions directed by the sponsor's representatives.
Other combinatory approaches could be readily imagined.
To summarize, the relevant portion of the Progran
Element Typolopy is presented below.
2.1.3 Responsibility lov Planning and Facilitating
Instruction of Instructors
2.1.5.1 Sponsor

3.2 Instructors

()
.
—
.

2.1.3.3 Sponsor and Instructors
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Program Descriptor: 2.1.4 Formative Lvaluation

The behavior and competencies of instructors, like
those of the children they tcach, is often a focus for
cvaluation. Both instructors and program sponsors want to
know "how the instructor js.doing.” Such information can
alleviate some of the confusion and uncertaintics of the
Instructor as well as provide the curriculum designer with
information concerning the implementation of the
curriculum. This question of formative cvaluation can be
approached through the means of: (1) scll-Evaluation,
and (2) Evaluation by Others. There are various distinc-
tions which can he applied to these overall cvaluative
stances. These distinctions will be discussed below.

In instructional approaches which cuploy igl£-
cvaluation, the responsibility for the assessment of the
instructor's performance lies with the individual instructor.
A curriculum which emphasizes self-cvaluation generally
assumes that the instructor is the best pecrson to cvaluate
the instr.ctional interaction. The curriculum may further
assume that cvaluations by others are more thrcatening
than self-cvaluations, and that since sclf-cvaluation wiil
cvoke less defensiveness on the part of the instructor, it
more readily Teads to behavioral change and instructional
improvement.

Sclf-cvaluation may occur in two ways. The first
approach relics on the instructor's naturalistic impressions

of "how things are going." ‘Ihe intuitions and feelings of

81



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

73

the instructor provide the data repgarding the success of
the instructional program. Criterid of success arc not
defined in dadvance by the sponsor, but arc gencrated as a
result ol the instructional process by the individual
instructor.

The sccond approach to sclf-cvaluation relies on
the instructor to make the actual assessment of performance,
but supplics the instructor with criteria which make
cxplicit the sponsor's conception of successful instruction.

[t should be noted that any method of formative

evaluation is susceptible to the biases and misperceptions

of the cvaluator. Instructors who arc charged with cval-

uating their own instructional performance may unwittingly
perceive the instructional interaction differently than

it would be perceived by an outside observer. If a

sponsor assumes that sell-perceptions are biased and
generally inaccurate, then sclf-cvaluation may not be in-
cluded as part ol the process of formative cvaluation. Bias
and inaccuracics, however, may result [rom the observations
of others as well as from sclflf-cvaluations. Because crrors
in cvaluation may come from any sourcc, the choice of an
cvaluative stance is generally determined by the sponsor's
assuniptions concerning the evaluative method thought to
provide the instructor with the most useful understanding
of instructional successes and failures and considered to
lead most dircetly to the subscquent remediation of in-
structional failurcs. Whether the cevaluative agent is the
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instructor or an outside observer, the primary goal of
formative cvaluation is alwuys‘diagnosis and remecdiation
of instructional deficiencies.
The sccond cvaluative stance incorporatces

cvaluation by individuals other than the instructur. Two

broad groups of individuulé may be charged with this
responsibility, the sponsor's represcntatives and the
instructor's pcers. Advuﬁtagcs have been suggested for
both approaches. 7The sponsor's represcntatives mayv be
most f{amiliar witl the appropriate opecrationalization of
the curricular design and orientation, but the feedback and
advice from these individuals may not have as much impact
cn the behavior of instructors as would the equivalent
advice coming from un instructor's pcers. Conversely,
cvaluation by the sponsor's rcprcscntuti?cs may be less
threatening to the individual instructor than would pcer
cvaluatlon ¢ince the instructor is not in daily contact
with the sponsor's representative.  Such evaluation might
also be more highly respected since it comes from an
authoritative source.

Whomever is chosen to scrve as an external cvalua-
tor -- and some curricular approaches cenlist both pecers
and sponscor's represcentatives -- an cquitlly important
question concerns the criteria on which instructors will
be judged. Two criteria of success are cmployed in the
Follow Throuyh program ﬁppruuchcs. ¥irst, the cxpected

behaviors of an instructor may bhe specificed in advance and
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the instructional process may be obscerved to sce if they

occur. This process ol obscrvat ay employ a structurcd
obscrvation schedule, or it may upon the knowledge

and experience of the obscerver to determine appropriate
instructionait interaction. The sccond approuach does not
concentrate vn the behaviors of the instructor, but focuscs
instcad on the progress of the children in specified aca-
demic areas. If children progress as cxpected, then the
instructor may be assumed to be doing an adequatc job.
A combination of thesc two approaches might utilize the
ussessment ol children's progress for the priﬁary cvaluation
of the adequacy of an instructor, uand then usc dirccted
cbscrvation to determin. what could be improved. Other
combinations of the two methods of cvaluation arc certainly
possible.

To recapitulate this trecatment of formative evalua-
tion, the relevant portions of the Program Llcment Typology

appcar below.

2.1.4 FFormative Lvaluution

o

.1.4.1 Scellf-Evaluation

2.1.4.1.1 Bascd on Instructor's Percep-
tions of Classroom Intecraction

Based on Implementation Criteria

9]
—
—
~o

.3 No Sc!f-Lvaluation

e8]
i
—

8}
[
t

Evaluation by Others
2.1.1.2.1 Lvaluators

2.1.4.2.1.1 Sponsor (or Spon-
. sor's Represcentative)
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2.1.4.2.1.2 Pcer cructors

2.1.4.2.1.3 Sponsor and Pecr
Instructors

[S9]
o
Eas
(g8

.1.4 No Evaluation by
Others

2.1.4.2.2 lleans of Evaluation
2.1.4.2.2.1 Directed Obscrvation

2.1.4.2.2.2 Assessment of
Children's Progress

2.3 Direccted Observation
and Assessment of
Children's Progress

[}
o
KN
o
.

Program Descriptor: 2.1.5 No Instructional Element

This prosram descriptor denotes thut a progranm
approach does not contain an instructional element directed

towuard the populution of instructors.

: 1ls completes the treatment of the potential
variations which characterize the instructional interven-
tions directed toward instructors within the family of
Follow Through program approuches. We have now dealt with
the parts of these program approaches which involve
children and instructors. To complete this examination
of the varicety of Follow Through program approaches, we
turn to a consideration ol how these programs can affecct

the parcnts of children involved in Follow Through.



77

Program Blements Dirccted Toward Parcnts

All Follow Through program approaches cncourage the
participation of parents in some manner. This scction of
the Program Blement Typolopy cmploys thrcc_progrum
descriptors to define three major axes of parental involve-
ment: (1) rnstructjonul; (2) Unsalariced Participation;
and (3) Employment. Most Follow Through program approaches
include a combination of these clements in their overall

cflfort to involve parents.

Instructional Program [lcment

Program Descriptor: 3.1.1 Primary Focus

Many of the instructional programs dirccied toward
parcnts, because they are not the product of a particular
sponsor's curricular desiygn, do not show the uniformity
found in other instructional clements. Some parcnt“educa-
tion programs, it iIs true, arc the dircct preduct air  most
important cmphasis of a sponsor's curriculum. DBut these
arc an the minority. [For most Follow Through prograwm
approaches, parent cducation is left up to the Follow
Through program staflf at the intervention site.  Such
overall autonomy argues against treatment of parental in-
struction us a unifornm curriéulur approach, and suggests
the 'Lnuti]ity of a detailed treatment of this instructional
clement. A wore uscful approach is thought to result from
attention to the primary focus oi the instructional ctffort

rather than the design of that effort, and this is the
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approach of thc.Progrum Llement Typolowy.

Four foci of parental instruction have heen identi-
fied fyvom cxamination of current Follow Through proygram
approaches: (1) Concentration on the Parent-Child
Interaction; (2) Familiavization with the Philosophy and
Principles ol the Curriculum; (3) Concentration on Social
Change and Community Action ékills; and (4) Concentration
on Principles of Budgeting, Nutrition and licalth Carc.

Pavent cducation cfforts which show a concentration

on the parent child interaction arc cognizant of the great

potential for children's learning which exists in the home.
Children can spend a great deal of time after the school
day and-during the summer with a parent, and it is the aim
of such an cducational focus to make this int<raction tim&\'
especially prolitable for the development of <auc child.

Im some program approaches, parcent-child interaction is
considered more important in the child's intellectual
develepment than the child's cxpcricncclat school. In

other progvam approaches, parent-child interaction 1is
thougl:t to compliement the child's fearning within the

schoo’ situatio:n. ,

A sceond purpose of the parent cducation component

of a Fcllow Through program approach may be the familiariza-

tion with the philosophy and principles of the sponsor's
curriculum. This introduction to curricular design helps
to cxplain the reasoning behind the c¢hild's school activitics

and the speciflic goals of the program approach.
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A third type of parvent cducation ceffort shows a

concentration on social chanye and community action skills.

This program approach locates the necessary locus ol change

not in the school or the home, but within the community.

Parcents are taught how to organize themsclves to make

their collective voice known within the local government.

This approach is often tinked with the community control

of schools and attempts to cncourage parents to take morc

responsibility to understand and act upon the issucs

which affevt their lives and the lives of their children.
The final focus of parent cducation cfforts shows

a concentration on the principles of budgeting, nutrition,

health cuare, and other basic concerns of home cconomics.
Advice is given about meal planning, compurison shopping,
first aid, and other practical c¢oncerns [aced by parents
in the process of raising children. Attention is not
directly focused on the parent-child interaction with this
approach, but rather on the skills thought to benefit the
overall environment of the howme.

To summarize the abeve discussion and to iadicate
the combinations of these Toct found in some of the l'ollow
Through program anproaches, the rclevant portion of the

Program LElcment Typology is presented below.

3.1 Instructironal Llement
3.1.0 Primary Focus
5.1.1.1 Conceniration on the Parent-Child

Interitction
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~PFamiliavization with PPhilosophy and
Principles oll the bponsor's Curriculum

(92}
—
—_
12

-l
—
—
.

ol

Concentration on Social Change and
Community Action Skills

Concentration on Principles of Budget-
ing, Nutrition and llealth Carc

(93
'—l
.

—
S

5.1.1.5 Concentration on the Parent-Child [n-
teraction and Social Change and Commu-
nity Action Skills

5.1.1.6 Familiarization with the Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor's Curriculum
and Social Change and Community Action
Skills

5.1.1.7 Familiavization with the Philosophy
and Principles of the Sponsor's Curricu-
Tun and Principles of Budgeting,
Nutrition and llcalth Carc

5.1.1.8 Concentration un Social Change and
Community Action Skills and Principles
of Budgeting, Nutritiorn and llcalth Carc

Program descriptor: 3.1.2 No 'astructional DBicment

This program descriptor indicates that the program
approach does not contain an instructional clement dirccted

coward parents.

Participatory Program lcment (Unsalaricd)

Program Descriptor: 3.2.1 Primary Focus

As in the pest, this program descriptor describes

the nature of participatory activitics available to lFollow

Through parents. Three categorics ol involvement have been

identified: (1) Community Qrganization and School Govern-
ance; (Z) Instruction; and the combination of (3) Commu-
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nity Ovganization, School Governance, and Instruction.
Parent whosce unsalaricd participation in lFollow

Through is in the arca ol community organization and school

governuance are involved working to bring change to their
ncighborhoods and to their schools. Typical voluntcer
activities dinctiude organizing, publicizing and hosting
meetings, attending the meetings of local government,
observing court sessions, or organizing after-school
activitics.

Parcents who pavticipate in the instruction of

children work in the classroom as assistants to the formal
instructor and ald in the supervision, management and’
fcaching of the Follow Through class. In this way, the
use ol parents increuases the instructional attention given
to cach child, while the parents learn more about the
Follow Through Program approach.

The final type ol volunteer parent involvement

unites the two previous approaches and focuscs on community

vryanization, school sovernance and instruction. To

summirize the above distinctions, the velevant portion of

the Program Llcment Typology appeuars below.

3.2, Participatory Llement (s cled)
5.2.1 Primary tocus
S5.2.101 Community Oryanization snd School
Governunce
53.2.1.2 Instructional Assistants
5.2.1053 Commmnity Oreanization and School
Governance as well as Instructional

Assistants
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Propram Descriptor: 3.2.2 No Participatory lilement

This program descriptor indicates that the inter-
vention program approach does not contain an unsalaried
participatory clement for parents in its overall desigr.
Since all of the Follow Through program approaches
cncourage parcent purticipntion,'this Jdescriptor does not
apply to lFollow Through Intervention Programs. Program
approuaches can be imagined, however, in which parent
participation was not encourayed. TFor the purposcs of
symmetry, and’ to make provision for this cventuality, this
program desceiptor is included in the Program Llement

Tynology.

Lmplovment Program Hlement

Program Descriptor: 3.3.1 Primary locus

The final type of impact Follow Through program
approaches may have on the population of parerts is through
the provision of caployment. Jour catcgorics of parental
emplovment have been distinguished after consideration of
various PFollow Through program approaches. - These cmploy-
ment catcegorices include: (1) Instructional; (2) Adminis-
trative; (3) School-Community Liaison; and (4) Communify
Organization.

Imstructional cmployment, like unsalaried iastruc-

tionul participation, utilizes parcents in the classroom as
tecachers' aides and instructional assistants. Administra-

tive cmployment is a broad category which includes data
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collcction and othevr non-instructional duties as well as
the organizational duties generally associated with admin-
istrative positions.

LEmployment in the capacity of school-community

liaison allows puarents to bridge the gap between the world
of the school and the home. Particular responsibilitics
include the disscemination of relevant information to cach
group~and the resolution of misunderstandings and disputes
which may arise. The chairnan of the Follow Through Parent
Advisory Committee generally is charged with the respons -
bility tc¢ fucilitate school-community relations although

it may be dispersed over several individuals. The final
category ol parental cmploviment does not focus on the

school functiening, but on community organization. The

résponsibilitics which are associated with this position
have been discnssed carlier in this scction, and generally
involve organizing the uomﬁunity to make its voice heard
in matters of school and local governance.

To recapitulate the above distinctions and to
indicate the coumbinations ol foci which are found in Follow
Through pregram approaches, the relevant portion of the

Program Llement Typology appcears below.

5.3 Employment lilement
~. 1 Primary Focus
5.5.1.1 Instructional
3.5 1. Administrative

3.53.1. 5 school-Community Liaison
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53.3.1.4 Community Organization
5.3.1.5 Instructional and Administrative

3.3.1.0 Instructional and School-Community
Liaison

3.3.1.7 Instrnctional, Administrative and
School-Community Liaison

Mrogram Descriptor:  3.3.2 No Employment lilement

Although this program descriptor does not apply to
any of the current Follow Through program approaches, it
is possible to conceive of an intervention program4which
did not include parental cmployment. To account for this
eventuality, and to maintain symmetry, this program
descriptor has been included in the Program Element

Typology.

This concludes the examination of the theoretical
orientation, structure, and impact of the various clements
which make up the f'rogram Llement Typology. In the [inal
scction ol this paper, thesce clements will be employed to
delincate the characteristics of [ive diverse Follow

Through program approuches.
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Yhe Program lilement Typolowy:

Examples of Its lsc

This Final scction of the paper utilizes the
Program Llement Typology to describe five diverse Follow
Fhrough progrvam approaches which dil'fer in philosophy,
curricular desipgn «id {ocal impact.

Since the dimensions of the Program Element Typology
have been defined in the previous scction of the paper,
this final scction will not reiterate the definitions of
the program clements and descriptors, but instcad will
illustrate schematically the design of cach program approach
through the usce of the program descriptors and sub-descriptors.

The program approaches chosen for explication are
the following:

1. AFRAM Parent Implementation Approach, sponsorcd

by AFRAM Assoclates, Inc., 68-72 East 131st St.,
Hlavrlem, New York 10037;

19

Behavior Analysis Approach, sponsored by the
Bepartment of lluman Development, University of
Kansas, Lawrence, RKansas 66044

5. Cognitively Oricented Curriculum Model, sponsorced
by the High/Scope Lducatienal Rescarch Foundiation,
600 N. River St., Ypsilanti, Michigan 48197;

4. EDC Open liducation Program, sponsorcd by the
Educational Development Center (EDC), 55 Chapel
St., Newton, Massachusectts 02160; and

Florida Parent Educational Model, sponsored by
The Florida Educational Rescarch and Development
Council, University of Pflorida, College of
Education, Gaincesville, Florida 320601.
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AFRAM Parent Implementation Approach

1 Childraen
1.1 Instvuctional lilement
1.1.5 No Instructional Element

-

1.2 Service Llcment
1.2.1 Medical
L.201. 1 Examination and Referral or Treatment
1.2.2 bental
L.2.2.1 Ex. "mation and Reflferral or Treatment
1.2.3 Psycholo
1.2.3.2 1 aation and Referral or Treatment

L4 Health and Nutrition

—
(98]
~

F.204.3 hducational and Meals Program

2 Instructors
2.1 Instructioinal Element

2.1.5 No Instructionual Element

Parents

(93]

3.1 Instructional Llement
3.1.1 Primary locus

3.1.1.3 Concentration on Social Change and
Community Action Skills

3.2 Participatory btlement (Unsalaricd)
3.2.1 Primary Focus

3.2.1.1 Community Organization and School
Governance

(o2
(o2

Emp.loyment Llement
3.3.1 Primavy Focus

\
3.5.1.1 Community Organization
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University of Kansas

Behavior Analysis Approach

1 Children
1.1 Instructional [lcment
1.1.1 Curricular Orientation
1.1.1.1 Lecarning Imphasis
1.1.1.1.2 Performance
1.1.1.2 Instructional Role
1.1.1.2.2 Regulated
1.1.1.3 Locus of Recinforcement
1.1.1.3.2 Instructors
1.1.2 Curricular Design
1.1.2.1 Activitics
1.1.2.1.1 Naturc of Activities

1.1.2.1.1.2 Productive-
Responsive

1.1.2.1.2 Uniformity of Activities
1.1.2.1.2.2 Identical
1.1.2.2 Time Utilization
1.1.2.2.2 Concentrated
1.1.2.3 Instructional Grouping
1.1.2.3.1 Variability

1.1.2.3.1.1 llctcrogencous with
' Regard to:

1.1.2.3.1.1.
1.1.2.3.1.1.
1.1.2.3.1.1.

Age

(ST

Sex

Perfornm-
ance
Level

(93]
(93]

1.1.2.3.2 Size

1.1.2.3.2.6 Alonc and Small
Groups

1.1.3 Curricular Responsibility
1.1.3.1 Pre-Instructional

1.1.3.1.1 Generation or Specification
of Instructional Matcrials

1.1.3.1.1.1 Sponsor
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1.1.3.1.2 Generation or Specification
of Instructional Activitics
1.1.3.1.2.1 Sponsor
1.1.3.2 Instructional

1.1.3.2.1 Maintenance of Instructional
Interaction

1.1.3.2.1.1 School-based
Instructor

1.1.3.2.2 Activity Sclection by:
, 1.1.3.2.2.2 Instructors
1.1.3.3 Post Instructional
1.1.3.3.1 Formative Evaluation by:
1.1.3.3.1.3 Sponsor
1.1.3.3.2 Instructional Prescription by:
0 1.1.5.3.2.3 Sponsor
1.1.4 Curricular Variability
1.1.4.1 Instructional Activitics
1.1.4.1.6 Do Not Change

1. Time Utilizution

—_
o

1.1.4.3.0 Does Not Change
1.1.4.3 Instructional Grouping
1.1.4.3.5 No Consistent Pattern
1.2 Service Elcwment
1.2.1 Medical
1.2.1.1 Examination and Referral or Treatment

p—
D
~J

.2.2 Dental
1.2.2.1 Examination and Referral or Treatment
1.2.3 P’sychological
1.2.3.3 Preventive as well as Lxamination and
Referral or Trcatment

.4 llealth and Nutrition

p—
.
()

1.2.4.3 LEducational and Meal Program

2 Instructors
2.1 Instructional [lcment
2.1.1 Overall Orientation

2.1.1.3 Internalization of Bechaviorally Spcci-
fied Responses to Instructional
Contingecncics

938




84

t9

.1.2 Mcans ol Instruction
2.1.2.10 Demonstriation Classroom + Sponsorv
Obscervation Using Observation Schedule
and Feedback of Results + Presentation
of Theory or Tcaching Mcthods
2.1.3 Responsibility for Planning and Facilitating
Instruction

2.1.3.1 Sponsor

o
—

.4 Formative Uvaluation
2.1.4.1 Sclf-BEvaluation
2.1.4.1.3 No Self-Lvaluation

(3]
-

.4.2 lkvaluation by Others
2.1.4.2.1 Evaluators

2.1.4.2.1.1 Sponsor (or Spon-
sor's Representa-
tive)

[ 3]

.1.4.2.2 Means of Evaluation
2.1.94.2.2.3 Directed Observa-
tion and Assess-
nent of Children's
Progress

3 Parents
3.1 Instructional Elcment
5.1.1 Primary Focus

3.1.1.6 lFamiliarization with the Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor's Curriculun
+ Social Change and Community Action
Skills

3.2 Participatory Element (Unsalaried)
3.2.1 Primary locus

-~ -

3.2.1.3 Community Organization and School
Governance as well as Instructional
Assistants
3.3 Employment lilcment
3.3.1 Primary locus
3.3.1.7 lnstructional, Administrative wnd
School-Community Liaison ‘

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



90

ltigh/Scope Copnitively Oriented

Curriculum Model

1 Children
1.1 Instructional Blement
1.1.1 Curricular Orientation

L.1.1.1 Learning Emphasis
1.1.1.1.1 Procecss

1.1.1.2 Instructional Rolc
1.1.1.2.1 Interpretive

1.1.1.3 Locus of Recinforcement

1.1.1.5.5 Instructional Activity and
Pcers

1.1.2 Curricular Design
1.1.2.1 Activitics
1.1.2.1.1 Naturc of Activities

1.1.2.1.1.1 Manipulative-
Exploratory

1.1.2.1.2 Uniformity of Activities
1.1.2.1.2.1 Diversec

Time Utilization

1.1.2.2.1 Diffuse

Instructional Grouping

1.1.2.3.1 Variability

p—
s
(9]
o

—
—
to
w

1.1.2.3.1.1 lleterogencous with
Regard to:

1.1.2.3.1.1.
1.1.2.3.1.1.
1.1.2.3.1.1.

Age

[NS I

Sex

(92

Develop
mental
Level

1.1.2.3.2.8 Suall Groups and
Large Groups

1.1.3 Curricular Responsibility
1.1.53.1 Pre-Instructional

1.1.3.1.1 Generation or Specification
of Instructional Materials

100
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1.1.3.1.1.3 Sponsor and
Instructors
1.1.3.1.2 Generation or Specification
of Instructional Activities
1.1.3.1.2.2 Instructors
I.1.3.2 Instructional

1.1.3.2.1 Maintcnance of Instructional
Interaction
1.1.3.2.1.1 School-bascd
Instructor

1.1.3.2.2 Activity Sclection by:

1.1.3.2.2.3 Child and
Instructors

1.1.3.3 Post-Instructional
1.1.3.3.1 Formative lLvaluation by:
| 1.1.5.3.1.4 Child and
Instructors
1.1.3.3.2 Instructional Prescription by:
1.1.5.3.2.4 Child and
Instructors
1.1.4 Curvicular Variability
L.1.4.1 Instructional Activitics
1.1.4.1.1 Change Daily
ol.d.2 Time Utilization
1.1.4.2.5 No Consistent Pattecrn
1.1.4.3 Instructional Grouping
L.1.4.3.1 Changes Daily
1.2 Service lilenment
1.2.1 Medical
1.2.1.1 Examination and Referral cor Treatment
1.2.2 Dental

1.2.3 Psychological

1.2.3.3 Preventive as well as Examination and
Referral or ‘I'reatment

1.2.4 Health and Nutrition

1.2.4.3 Bducational and Mcal Program
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2 Instructors
2.1 Instructional Llcement
2.1.1 Overall Orientation

2.1.1.2 PFamiliarization with the Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor

Mceans of Instruction

~o
i
(g8}

2.1.2.9 Informal Observation and Advising +
Presentation of Theory or Teaching
Methods

2.1.3 Responsibility for Planning and Facilitating
Instruction

2.1.3.1 Sponsor
2.1.4 lTormative livaluation
2.1.4.1 Sclf-Lvaluation

2.1.4.1.2 Bascd on Implementation
Criteria

|$9)

.1.4.2 livaluation by Others
2.1.4.2.1 Lvaluation
2.1.4.2.1.3 Sponsor and Pcer
[nstructors
2.1.4.2.2 Means of Evaluation

.4.2.2.1 bivected
Obsecrvation

N
i
g

3 Parents
3.1 Instructional Element
""" 3.1.1 Primary Focus

3.1.1.2 Familiarvization with the Philosophy and
Principles of the Sponsor's Curriculum

(¥
I~

Participatory Llement (Unsalaried)
3.2.1 Primary Focus

3.2.1.3 Community Organization and School
Governance as well as Instructional
Assistants

(2
<

Employment llcment
3.3.1 Primary TFocus

3.3.1.7 Instructional, Administrative and
School-Community lLiaison
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EDC Open Lducation Program

1 Children
1.1 Instructional [Llement
1.1.1 Curricular Oricntation

1.1.1.1 Learning Emphasis
1.1.1.1.1 Process

1.1.1.2 Instructional Role
1.1.1.2.1 Interpretive

1.1.1.3 Locus of Reinforcement

1.1.1.3.5 Instructional Activity and
Pecers

1.1.2 Curricular Design
1.1.2.1 Activitiecs
1.1.2.1.1 Naturc of Activitics

1.1.2.1.1.1 Manipulative-
Iixploratory

1.1.2.1.2 Uniformity of Activities

1.1.2.1.2.1 Diverse

1.1.2.2 Time Utilization
1.1.2.2.1 Diffusec
1.1.2.3 Instructional Grouping

1.1.2.3.1 Variability
1.1.2.3.1.1 lleterogeneous in
Regard to:
1.1.2.3.1.1.1 Age
2.3.1.1.2 Scx

.1.1.3 Develop-
mental
Level

wi

(93]

1.1.
1.1.

8]

1.1.2.3.2.14 Alone, Small Groups,
Large Groups,
Entire Class

1.1.3 Curricular Responsibility
1.1.35.1 PPre-Instructional

1.1.3.1.1 Generation or Specification
of Instructional Matecrials

1.1.3.1.1.2 Instructors
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1.1.3.1.2 Generation or Specification
ol Instructional Activitics
1.1.3.1.2.2 Tnstructors
1.1.3.2 ITnstructional

1.1.3.2.1 Muintenance of Instructional
Interaction

1.1.3.2.1.1 School-based
Instructor

1.1.3.2.2 Activity Sclection by:
1.1.3.3.2.1 Child
1.1.3.3 Post Instructional
1.1.3.3.1 Formative Evaluation by:
1.1.3.3.1.1 Child
1.1.3.3.2 Instructional Prescription Dby:

1.1.3.3.2.06 Docs Not Apply.
No Instructional
Prescription Muade.

1.1.4 Curricular Variability
1.1;4.1 Instructional Activities
1.1.4.1.1 Change Datly
1.1.4.2 Time Utilization
1.1.4.2.06 Does Not Change
1.1.4.3 Instructional Grouping
1.1.4.3.5 No Consistent Pattern
1.2 Scrvice lilement
1.2.1 Medicul
1.2.1.1 bExamination and Referral or Trcatment
1.2.2 Dhental
1.2.2.1 IExamination and Relerral or Treatment
1.2.3 I'sychological '

1.2.5.3 Preventive as well as Ixamination and
Referral or Treatment

.4 licalth and Nutrition

-
N

1.2.4.3 Educational and Mcal Program
2 Instructors
2.1 Instructional Element

2.1.1 Overall Oricentation
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2.1.1.1 Encouragement of Individual Personal
Development

[$97
—
o

Means ol Instruction

2.1.2.3 Informal Sponsor Obscrvation and
Advising

2.1.3 Responsibility for Planning and Facilitating
Instruction
2.1.3.3 Sponsor and Instructors

2.1.4 TFormative livaluation N

2.1.4.1 Scelf-Evaluation

2.1.4.1.1 Bascd on Instructor's Per-
ceptions of Classroom
Interaction
2.1.4.2 Evaluation by Others
2.1.4.2.1 Evaluators

2.1.4.2.1.4 No Lvaluation by
Others

3 Parents
3.1 Instructional Elcment
3.1.0 Primary lFocus

5.1.1.2 Familiavization with the Philosophy and
Principles of Sponsor's Curriculum

(93]
o

Participator

2
%

LLlement (Unsalaricd)
3.2.1 Primary Focus '
3.2.1.

(92}

Community Organization and School
Governance as well as Ins“ructional
Assistants
3.3 Employment Llement

3.3.1 Primary locus:

3.3.1.7 Instructional, Administrative and
School-Community Liaison
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Florida Parent BEducation Program

L Children
1.1 Instructional lilement
Lol Carvicular Orvientation
[.1.1.1 Learning Lmphasis
1.1.1.1.2 Perlormance
I.1.1.2 Instructional Role
1.1.1.2.2 Regulated
1.1.1.3 Locus of Reinforcement
1.1.1.3.2 tnstructors
1.1.2 Curricular Design
I.1.2.1 Activitics
L.1.2.1.1 Naturc of Activitics

1.1.2.1.1.1 Manipulative-
Exploratory

1.1.2.1.2 Uniformity of Activitics
1.1.2.1.2.1 Diverse
1.1.2.2 Time Utilization
1.1.2.2.2 Concentrated
1.1.2.35 Instructional Grouping‘l
1.1.2.3.2 Size
1.1.2.3.2.1 Child Works Alone
1.1.3 Curricular Responsibility
1.1.3.1 P’re Instructional

1.1.3.1.1 Generation or Specification
of Instructional Matecrials

1.1.3.1.1.3 Sponsor and
Instructors

1.1.3.1.2 Genecration or Specification
of Instructional Activities

1.1.3.1.2.3 Sponsor and
Instructors

1.1.5.2 Instructional

1.1.3.2.1 Maintenance of lnstructional
Interaction
1.1.35.2.1.2 llome-based Parent

1.1.3.2.2 Instructors
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oo 305 Tost Ionstructional
Fo1.3.0500 Porrmative Lvaluation by
115050103 Sponsor
Polo3.05.0 Iastructional Prescription by:
1.1.3.3.2.3 sSponsor
Lolod Curricular Variability
Folod D Instructional Activities
I.Lod. 1.2 Cliange Weekly
I.obod.2 Time Utilization
1.1.4.3.0 Does Not Change
L.olod4.3 Instructional Grouping
1.1.4.3.06 Does Not Chane
1.2 Service lilenment
1.2.1 Medical
1.2.1.1 Examination and Relerral or Treatment
1.2.2 hental
1.2.2.1 Exumination and Referral or Treatment
1.2.3 Psyvchological

1.2.3.3 I'revention as well as Examination and
Referral or Treatment

llealth and Nutrition

—
oo

1.2.4.3 Lducational and Meal Program

r

J
< Instructors

2 I
2.1 Instructional Llement
2.1.1 Overall Orientation

2.1.1.5 Internalization of Behaviorally Speci-
fied Responses to lnstructional
Contingencics

to
b=
~

Mecans of Instruction

2.1.2.3 Informal Sponsor Obscrvation and
Advising

9
—
[

Responsibility for Planning and Facilitating
lustruction

2.1.3.1 Sponsor
2.1.4 Formative Evaluation
2.1.4.2 Sclf-Lvaluation

2.1.4.1.5 No Self-Lvaluatinn

107

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



'h

Sobodes bvaluation by others
Tobohod ot Bvatuwatibon by Others
aobodoadcbol Sponsor
ool Means o Bvaluation

Direct od
Ohvorvation

Parvoenty

e

S0l Instructional Blewent
dolo b Primary ocus
Solobod doncentration on the Parent-Child
nteraction + Social Change and Commu-
nity Action Skills
3.2 Pavticipatory itlement (Unsalarvied)
30200 Primary Focus
S0 002 Community Oveanteation and School
Governiance
3.5 Bmplovment Blement
3.2.00 Primary tocus
3.2.107 Instructional, Adwinistrative and
school-Community Liaison
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FOOINOTES

, lIEconomic Opportunjty Act of 1964, as amended,
Section 222(a). Now supCXeeded by the Community Services
Act ol 1974, PL-93-0644.

Z{ichufd F. Elmore  rpesipn of the Follow Through
Experiment," in Planncd Vayiarjon in liducation: Should We
Give Up or Try lkirder?, edgT=Alice M. RivIin and P.
Michael Timpanec (Wushington, D.C.: The Brookings Institu-
tion, 1975), p. 29[C(.

“The lampton Instiyyte Nongraded Model sponsored
by The Hampton Institutc, [ampton, Virginia 23368; Dr. Mary
Christian, Direcctor.

4Sincc the Florida pypent Education Program con-
centrates on tecuching the ypapent to instruct the child,
some of the catcegories of this typology accommodate the
model awkwardly. CategoTy 3 .1.2.2.1, Variability of
Instructional Grouping, 1S 4 ¢ase in point. Since the in-
structional proup consists 45 the child and a parent, the
notion of lHomopencity or llgterogencity arc not relevant,
and thus have been omitted fpopm the characterization of
the program approuch.

SThc category of Iygtructors refers to parents who
teach their children the TygKs assigned by the Parent
Lducator. Purent iiducatory ,pe considered to be the
sponsor's represcntatives, ,ud instruction of the parent
instructor generally occurg (uring a home visit by the
Parent Lducator.
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